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Meeting:

JOINT POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION

Date:

AUGUST 1 3 ,

Day:

THURSDAY

Time:

7;30

Place:

METRO, CONFERENCE ROOM 370

1998

a.m.

*1.

MEETING REPORT OF JULY 9, 1998 - APPROVAL REQUESTED.

*2.

RESOLUTION NO. 98-2680 - ADOPTING THE PROCESS AND CRITERIA
FOR PROJECT SELECTION FOR THE FY 2000-03 METRO TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (MTIP) - APPROVAL REQUESTED - Andy
Cotugno.

*3.

RESOLUTION NO. 98-2676 - ESTABLISHING A POLICY BASIS AND
FUNDING STRATEGY FOR TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATIONS
FOR THE MTIP/STIP DEVELOPMENT PROCESS - APPROVAL REQUESTED Andy Cotugno.

*4.

RESOLUTION NO. 98-2689A - AMENDING THE 1998-2001 METRO TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM TO ALLOCATE $40,0 00 TO THE
TUALATIN TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION - APPROVAL
REQUESTED - Andy Cotugno.

*5.

RESOLUTION NO. 98-2686 - APPROVING THE AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY DETERMINATION FOR THE 1995 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION
PLAN - APPROVAL REQUESTED - Andy Cotugno.

*Material enclosed
PLEASE NOTE:

There's a joint JPACT/MPAC meeting scheduled on
August 12, 5:00 p.m., in the Council Chambers for an
RTP update worksession.

MEETING REPORT
DATE OF MEETING:

July 9, 1998

GROUP/SUBJECT:

Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation (JPACT)

PERSONS ATTENDING:

Members: Chair Ed Washington, Susan McLain
and Jon Kvistad, Metro Council; Commissioner
Roy Rogers, Washington County; Commissioner
Ed Lindquist, Clackamas County; Dave Lohman
(alt.), Port of Portland; Kay Van Sickel
(alt.), ODOT; Commissioner Sharron Kelley,
Multnomah County; Dean Lookingbill (alt.),
Southwest Washington RTC; Councilor Karl
Rohde, Cities of Clackamas County; Councilor
Jim Kight, Cities of Multnomah County; Bob
Stacey (alt.), Tri-Met; Mayor Rob Drake,
Cities of Washington County; Commissioner
Charlie Hales, City of Portland; and Don
Wagner, WSDOT
Guests: Mayor Lou Ogden (JPACT alt.),
Cities of Washington County; Councilor Rod
Monroe (JPACT alt.), Metro Council; Mary
Legry (JPACT alt.), WSDOT; Howard Harris,
DEQ; Dick Feeney, Tri-Met; Gary Katsion,
Kittelson & Associates; Chris Hagerbaumer,
OEC; Steve Dotterrer and Mark Lear, City of
Portland; Meeky Blizzard, Citizens for
Sensible Transportation; Carolyn Tomei,
Mayor of Milwaukie; Karen Schilling and
Susan Lee, Multnomah County; Rod Sandoz,
Clackamas County; Susie Lahsene, Port of
Portland; Councilor Scott Rice, City of
Cornelius; Elizabeth Humphrey, Office of
Representative Blumenauer; Jim Howell,
AORTA; Ron Papsdorf, City of Gresham; Len
Bergstein, Northwest Strategies; and Paul
Silver, City of Wilsonville
Staff: Andy Cotugno, Richard Brandman, Mike
Hoglund, Leon Skiles, and Lois Kaplan,
Secretary
Media:

Gordon Oliver, The Oregonian

SUMMARY:
The meeting was called to order and a quorum declared by Chair Ed
Washington.
Welcomes were extended to Elizabeth Humphrey from the Office of
Representative Blumenauer; newly appointed Metro Councilor Rod
Monroe; Milwaukie's Mayor, Carolyn Tomei; and Multnomah County
Commissioner Sharron Kelley.
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MEETING REPORT
Councilor Rohde moved, seconded by Metro Council Presiding
Officer Kvistad, to approve the June 11, 1998 JPACT meeting
report as submitted. The motion PASSED unanimously.
RESOLUTION NO. 98-2674 - ADOPTING THE LOCALLY PREFERRED STRATEGY
FOR THE SOUTH/NORTH LIGHT RAIL PROJECT
Richard Brandman explained that adoption of the South/North
Locally Preferred Strategy (LPS) defines the alignment, terminus,
and sequencing of the full South/North Light Rail Project. It
culminates six years of study in the corridor.
Richard then reviewed the options that were studied and the
decisions made on which alternatives and design options should
move forward.
This recommendation was approved by the South/North Project
Management Group, Citizen Advisory Committee, Downtown Portland
Oversight Committee, Steering Committee, Portland City Council,
Tri-Met Board, Clackamas County Commissioners, Milwaukie City
Council and the Southwest Washington Regional Transportation
Council. It is also the result of a far-reaching public involvement effort. Richard noted that the public involvement effort
was recognized as extraordinary for a study of this magnitude.
The data, relating to cost, ridership and impacts, was developed
through the course of the Environmental Impact Statement and was
reviewed by an Expert Review Panel comprised of technical experts
from around the country. The panel recommended that the full
project studied through the DEIS be moved forward and that it be
built in three distinct construction segments.
The South/North Light Rail Project will be constructed in three
Interim Operating Segments. The first segment (IOS 1) will
concentrate on the Rose Quarter Transit Center to the Linwood
park-and-ride lot and include the downtown Portland Full Transit
Mall Alternative. The second segment (IOS 2) will extend the
south leg from the Linwood park-and-ride lot to the North
Clackamas Town Center Transit Center and include a work extension
from the Rose Quarter Transit Center to Kenton. The third segment for construction (IOS 3) will be Kenton to Vancouver/ Clark
College. Richard noted these segments could change following
discussions with FTA.
The project would encompass 68,000 trips per day in 2 015 and 14
million new transit trips per year. Richard also cited benefits
such as light rail being faster than buses, the air quality
benefits, and avoidance of highway costs.
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Richard pointed out that the extension to Clackamas Town Center
would be on the north side of the Clackamas Town Center, that the
Highway 224 alignment is being recommended over the Railroad
Avenue alignment, and that the Caruthers Crossing is being supported. The Portland State University to Union Station alignment
is being recommended in the downtown Portland segment. Richard
also noted that a study needs to be initiated to locate the
future Eastside transit connector between OMSI and the Rose
Garden arena as well as a study for options to Oregon City.
Immediately following the conclusion of selecting this Locally
Preferred Strategy, staff will be initiating a Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), which is anticipated to be
complete by year end.
The Federal Transit Administration has rated the South/North
Light Rail Project among the top projects going forward in the
United States, so there are high prospects of securing the
federal funding. They have been pleased with the technical work
and the public involvement effort.
A discussion followed on how the light rail project will be
funded. Bob Stacey indicated that Tom Walsh has taken on the
responsibility of finding an approach that will fund the gap
between the total cost and the $475 million of bonds, $55 million
of available STP funds, and $10 million in Clackamas County
funds. Ways of recapturing property value in the corridor are
also being explored. No direct property tax over and above the
General Obligation bonds has been discussed. Commissioner
Lindquist indicated that even though it is not actually a property tax, Clackamas County funds that come from new development
in certain districts go toward the infrastructure. Commissioner
Rogers also wanted to be assured that there would be no new taxes
levied on the public in view of the endorsements made in the
Voters Pamphlet. He didn't feel the match (50 percent) was in
the same relationship as when those commitments were made.
A discussion followed on keeping faith with the voters. It was
noted that the measure was clear that the project go forth to
Clark County with the prospect of realization. Commissioner
Rogers asked whether there is a proposal to work out the funding
issues. He noted that the funding is critical to the region and
asked what process would follow to resolve the issue. Bob Stacey
indicated that a finance plan was being developed. A circuit
judge is asked to approve the sale of bonds.
Commissioner Lindquist spoke of the project's early beginnings in
the late 1970's, commenting that it has been a long process but
one of the most rewarding. He noted that this region is recognized as the leader in the nation in both land use and transportation planning. He acknowledged the "naysayers," including the
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Harvard professor who wrote the detracting article on light rail,
but noted that the Expert Review Panel has looked at every
process and alternative. He indicated that the National Association of Counties, representing counties from all over the United
States, recognize this region as No. 1 in the nation in our
planning efforts.
Commissioner Lindquist reported that Clackamas County is happy
with the South/North Light Rail Project and that many changes
have been made to satisfy people who were not happy with the
alignment. He spoke of great overwhelming support, noting that
its endorsement was unanimous by the Clackamas County Commissioners and was passed by the Milwaukie City Council. He
acknowledged that the funding issue is still being worked on.
Commissioner Lindquist felt that the South/North Light Rail
Project is a success story in the state of Oregon and the United
States. He thanked all staff who worked on the project including
Tri-Met, Metro, individual staff members, and elected officials,
noting that it constitutes a monumental moment.
Richard reported that the Federal Government has expressed strong
interest in supporting this project at the 50 percent level,
citing it as one of the best projects in terms of the land use
connection, strength of our operating plan, and return on the
investment.
Councilor McLain felt the project constituted the following
elements -- the integrity of the project; whether the system is
complete without the South/North light rail going forward; that
we continue to do good work and keep the integrity of the
project; and the funding issue be resolved on the local level.
She felt that the original project that went before the voters in
1995 will happen.
Councilor Rohde from Lake Oswego was supportive of the South/
North Light Rail Project. With the support from Milwaukie, he
felt confident that it is a project in the best interests of
Clackamas County and that there would be a groundswell of support
as it goes into the EIS.
Councilor Monroe spoke of property values being enhanced when
placed in close proximity to light rail stations. He felt it
represented good business, benefitted people, and cited the need
to move forward with the project.
Action Taken: Commissioner Lindquist moved, seconded by Mayor
Drake, to recommend approval of Resolution No. 98-2 674, adopting
the Locally Preferred Strategy for the South/North Light Rail
Project.
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Bob Stacey noted that he was distributing a recommendation from
the technical staffs on the Locally Preferred Strategy in terms
of what will be modeled for ridership and parking spaces, identifying those adverse impacts in the EIS rather than deferring it
to a future study. The July 9, 1998 memo to Councilor Washington, proposing text changes for the technical amendment, is
attached hereto and becomes a part of this record.
Motion to amend: Bob Stacey moved, seconded by Commissioner
Lindquist, that the text that addresses the forecast need for
park-and-ride capacity within the southern portion of the
South/North Corridor, as defined in the proposed amendment, be
incorporated in the South/North Locally Preferred Strategy (as it
related to the Clackamas Regional Center, East Milwaukie and
Milwaukie Regional Center park-and-ride lots).
In discussion on the proposed amendment, it was noted that the
rationale dealt with the fact that, when the LPS was selected to
stop at the north side of the town center in going out to Sunnyside and 185th, 1100 parking spaces were lost. Those spaces were
needed to serve the ridership demand that is out there.
Dave Lohman indicated the Port was supportive of additional
parking spaces, particularly where there is a change from one
mode to another. He asked whether the amendment should be
deferred. Councilor McLain suggested informally endorsing it
with the understanding it would be going to the local jurisdictions. Mayor Drake noted that, if we support encouraging use of
light rail, we also need to encourage park-and-ride so that
people will get out of their cars to get on the train.
Committee members agreed to support Tri-Met's amendment but allow
it to be formalized at the July 21 Transportation Planning Committee meeting, which would provide the affected jurisdictions
an opportunity to gain input from their respective jurisdictions
and make comment at the July 21 meeting.
Commissioner Hales expressed appreciation to the members of JPACT
and the Steering Committee for allowing more time to resolve the
issues of the alignment. The time spent was invaluable in
resolving those issues and the necessary modifications were made.
He also cited the need to stress that this was a success story in
terms of how Metro has worked effectively with the staffs of the
other jurisdictions in the region and how decisions are made in
this region. He thanked Metro staff for their efforts, particularly Richard Brandman, Leon Skiles and Andy Cotugno. Other
committee members felt that the South/North light rail effort has
been an exciting process and were proud to be part of it.
The motion to amend PASSED unanimously.
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In calling for the question, the amended motion PASSED unanimously.
Chair Washington commented that he felt this represented a broadbased decision.
RESOLUTION NO. 98-2680 - ADOPTING THE PROCESS AND CRITERIA FOR
PROJECT SELECTION FOR THE FY 2000-03 METRO TRANSPORTATION
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
Andy Cotugno explained that the proposed criteria would be used
in the MTIP project evaluation process for allocation of funds.
The deadline for submittal of projects is September 30. Andy
reviewed the Staff Report/Resolution that would establish those
guidelines.
Letters received, distributed and highlighted relating to the
proposed guidelines included those from the East Multnomah County
Transportation Committee (EMCTC), the City of Gresham, the City
of Fairview, 1000 Friends of Oregon, and Washington County.
1000 Friends of Oregon is supportive of boulevard projects but
suggests it be moved out of the administrative criteria and
placed under technical criteria. In addition, it suggests a
number of modifications relating to reducing congestion,
accessibility, mobility and points given for boulevards. Lynn
Peterson noted that 1000 Friends would be supportive of an
"objectives" statement published within the MTIP criteria
suggesting the need to move forward with the boulevard projects
or putting the boulevard projects back in the technical point
system.
E M C T C s comments were supportive of recognizing boulevard
projects as long as such projects were not awarded bonus points.
However, they did not support freight's "global competitiveness"
as part of administrative criteria and suggested that those
projects be evaluated based upon point criteria. They also
expressed concerns relating to Metro evaluating local
transportation funding decisions.
The Port proposed amending the 2040 freight criteria. The fourth
criteria was eliminated. The third criteria was amended to
reward projects related to large increases in industrial employment or that focuses benefits on "traded sector" businesses as an
indicator of their contribution to global competitiveness.
The City of Fairview and the City of Gresham both oppose the
"affordable housing connection" as a consideration in the
administrative criteria for MTIP project selection.
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Washington County's concerns were that there be criteria that
recognize local funding efforts; that there be funding considerations to resolve deficiencies outside the city center, town
centers and regional centers; and that past commitments be
honored.
In discussion, Andy Cotugno noted that the criteria doesn't
predetermine how funds are spent but ensures that there is
complete information available on the characteristics relative to
the project for the ranking process. He emphasized that the MTIP
criteria's purpose is not to fund projects but rather to call out
which projects are multi-modal, recognize those that are boulevards, include street design guideline information, narrow down
the best projects in the modal categories, and help select the
right mix of projects. All in all, it represents a scoring
system -- not a prioritization system.
In further discussion, Councilor McLain spoke of the land use/
transportation connection and the efficiency realized if both
systems are tied together. She asked whether you get the best
criteria with the point system or the called-out system through
administrative criteria and wanted to be able to distinguish
between the 60 and 70-point projects. She felt it was pragmatic
the way the criteria was laid out.
Andy Cotugno indicated that the critical date is the September 3 0
date for application of funds. Criteria will be needed following
that timeline. By approving the criteria at an earlier date, it
would provide the jurisdictions more time to gather information
on their projects. It was noted that the Metro Council does not
meet the second half of August.
Mayor Ogden noted that the projects will be ranked based on this
criteria, which will then determine what the best projects are in
each mode. The projects to be funded will be recommended based
upon the available allocated funds. That provides discretion for
consideration of geographic equity and a proper mix of projects
subject to JPACT approval.
Commissioner Rogers hoped that action could be deferred on this
matter in order to resolve some issues.
Other issues for further discussion include the emerging parts of
the transit system, how it relates to cost efficiency, and
whether there will be a set-aside for freight mobility.
Bob Stacey supported the staff's recommendation on boulevards.
He expressed some concern about those projects that don't rank
well technically but are really good projects.
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Action was deferred on this resolution inasmuch as committee
members agreed on the need for further discussion on the MTIP
criteria. A follow-up JPACT meeting is scheduled on July 16 at
7:30 a.m.
ANNOUNCEMENTS
It was noted that the joint JPACT/MPAC meeting has been moved to
5:00 p.m. on August 12; that the JPACT freight tour date is being
scheduled; and that the JPACT Finance Committee will meet on
July 22 at 5:00 p.m.
THANK YOU
A letter was distributed by Mayor Ogden expressing the City of
Tualatin's appreciation for JPACT's recent decision on a $40,000
allocation for the Tualatin Transportation Management Association (TMA). The funds will be used to help create vanpools and
to maintain operation of the TMA Shuttle.
ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned.
REPORT WRITTEN BY:

Lois Kaplan

COPIES TO:

Mike Burton
JPACT Members

Attachment

STAFF REPORT
CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 98-2680 FOR THE PURPOSE OF
ADOPTING THE PROCESS AND CRITERIA FOR PROJECT SELECTION FOR
THE FY 2000-03 METRO TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
(MTIP)
Date:

June 25, 1998

Presented by : Andrew Cotugno

PROPOSED ACTION
Approval of this Resolution would establish a guiding process for
allocation of funds during the FY 2 000-03 STIP Update and approve
the technical and administrative criteria that will be used to
evaluate projects nominated for regional funding.
TPAC ACTION
As directed by JPACT, TPAC further considered the criteria and
recommended that a new Boulevard project technical ranking category be developed. The staff-proposed Boulevard criteria
(Exhibit 5) were remanded to a working group for refinement. The
remainder of the Resolution and Staff Report was moved without
further recommendation on the other issues identified for JPACT
discussion.
JPACT ACTION
JPACT was presented with the Staff Report and Resolution
materials that follow this summary at a special meeting July 12.
Included in the materials was a newly produced, streamlined FY
2000 MTIP/STIP Project Selection Process diagram (see the new
Attachment C of this Staff Report). The following issues require
further consideration.
1.

In discussing the final project selection process, JPACT
broached the issue of the proper balance between determining
projects based on regional priorities versus geographic
equity. There is currently no formula or procedure for
resolution of these competing priorities.

2.

JPACT requested that staff revisit the best approach for
ranking Boulevard Design projects. Staff proposes creation
of a new, separate technical ranking category for evaluation
of these projects and elimination of Boulevard projects from
the administrative criteria. The detailed Boulevard technical criteria are shown in a new Exhibit 5 of the Resolution. They have also been amended into the criteria summary
sheet shown in Exhibit 2.

Proposed Boulevard Design criteria are included as Exhibit 5
(new) of Metro Resolution No. 98-2680. They have also been
amended into the criteria summary sheet shown in Exhibit 2 of
the Resolution.
3.

JPACT voted 5-4-1 to retain the affordable housing administrative criteria but moved to revisit the issue in light of
the strong differences that exist regarding this issue.

4.

JPACT was also divided on whether to retain adherence to the
Regional Street Design Guidelines as an initial project
screening criteria. This issue will be revisited as well.

5.

JPACT approved revision of the "2040 Support" criteria for
freight projects (see amended Exhibit 4 of the Resolution).
TPAC recommended that points each be awarded for project
performance against two factors:
a) "increase of industrial jobs;" and
b) "high rate of increase of industrial jobs."
JPACT amended the first factor to read "Increase of
industrial jobs, or high focus of project on serving 'traded
sector' businesses." The second factor was deleted. Additionally, "freight considerations" was deleted from the list
of administrative criteria recommended by TPAC.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS
Metro and ODOT are cooperating to prepare an FY 2 00 0 update of
the Transportation Improvement Program in the Portland metropolitan region (urban portion of ODOT Region 1) to allocate
federal and state funds expected between FY 2000 and 2003. This
will include any funds in excess of those previously projected
for receipt between FY 1998-2000 that have not yet been allocated
to projects in the current MTIP/STIP as well as the two added
years of 2002 and 2003.
Attachment A of the Staff Report is a public notice of the kickoff and an overview of the update process. Attachment B is a
list of key dates. Exhibit 1 is an overview of the draft project
selection criteria and project selection process. Exhibit 2 of
the Resolution is a summary of the technical criteria used to
evaluate projects. Exhibit 3 is an explanation of the "2040
points" used in the technical criteria to evaluate responsiveness
of transportation projects to Metro's 2040 growth management
objectives. Exhibit 4 is the description of the "2040 points" as
they apply to the special needs of freight projects.
In preparation for this process, the TIP subcommittee met twice
during May to suggest appropriate revision of Metro's project
selection criteria. A draft proposal for project selection

criteria and process was recommended for approval and was
released for public comment. TPAC, JPACT and the Metro
Transportation Planning Committee have reviewed the draft
materials and requested a recommendation on the seven issues
described below. The Transportation Planning Committee meeting
was also noticed as a public hearing on the criteria and selection process. No public comment was received. This resolution,
approving final criteria and a selection process, is recommended
for adoption.
1.

Should Metro, in allocating state and federal funding to
transportation projects throughout the region, take into
account whether local government transportation revenue has
been deployed in ways that further objectives of the 2 04 0
Growth Concept as reflected in the Regional Framework Plan?
If so, what monitoring process would be desirable and should
the allocation process and/or project selection criteria be
amended to assist this objective?
Staff Recommendation: Metro should not evaluate local
transportation funding decisions as an element of regional
funding decisions. Local agencies require flexibility to
respond to a broader variety of local transportation issues
than concern Metro. The regional funds allocated by Metro
respond to the more narrowly focused regional issues defined
in the Framework Plan. Deployment of local funds to address
regional interests is encouraged in the regional ranking
process. Among the administrative considerations (See
Exhibit 1) is recognition of local overmatch and the
relationship of nominated projects to other transportation
projects, including those financed with local revenue. While
use of local funds to support regional objectives is encouraged, it is not Metro's policy to require such deployment.
Consistency with regional objectives more appropriately rests
with the process to develop local transportation system
plans. Metro will participate in the development of local
plans to identify issues to ensure consistency with the
Regional Framework Plan and Regional Transportation Plan.

2.

Should adherence of proposed projects to the Regional Street
Design Guidelines (e.g., Boulevard, Street, Road and Highway
design classifications) be used as a prerequisite for
regional funding? What monitoring provisions would be
appropriate?
Staff Recommendation: Adherence of nominated projects to the
three screening criteria (See Exhibit 1) should be required,
including the Street Design Classifications. It is important
to note, however, that these guidelines differ for the four
different classifications of Boulevard, Street, Roadway and
Highway. Metro understands that projects are typically only
designed to a conceptual level at the time of their nomination for regional funding. Nevertheless, the project sponsor

should define the potential for meeting relevant Street
Design Guidelines at the time of nomination. As the project
design becomes more detailed, significant disagreement over
the adequacy of meeting the Street Design Guidelines is
subject to review by TPAC and JPACT.
3.

Metro is interested in funding some "Boulevard" projects. To
this end, the current criteria propose to award up to 10
points to projects that include Boulevard design elements.
Should this preference be retained? Should these projects be
flagged through the Administrative Criteria instead?
Staff Recommendation: Although Metro remains interested in
funding some "Boulevard" projects, the administrative
criteria process is the most practical means of achieving
this end. This is because Boulevard designs are not meant to
maximize efficiency of limited right of way for any one mode
but rather to optimize right-of-way for all modes, with a
disproportionate emphasis on pedestrian, bicycle and transit
mode. A road modernization project seeking to comply with
the spirit of the Boulevard Design guidelines would, in most
cases, earn a poor technical ranking with respect to both
effectiveness (e.g., level-of-service improvement) and cost
effectiveness measures, worth cumulatively, 40 points.
Because traffic LOS can be expected to decrease as a result
of such projects, or improve only slightly, Boulevard
projects may typically score at best 60 of 100 points. The
same obstacle exists should the project be ranked as a
pedestrian or a bike project: none of the modal criteria is
intended to reward the unique multi-modal objectives of the
Boulevard designs.
Award of 10 points would not effectively "balance" such
deficits but would merely make a poorly performing Boulevard
project mediocre. Of equal importance, it would automatically strip 10 points from every other project that is
not a Boulevard project. This is an inefficient use of the
technical scoring system which is intended to generate a
meaningful point spread between outstanding, merely good and
mediocre projects.

4.

Should the freight criteria be amended to address "global
competitiveness" and, if so, what measures would be
appropriate? Should projects of "global" significance be
flagged as part of the Administrative Criteria?
Staff Recommendation: The Freight System Team will propose
revisions to the current criteria that address this issue.

5.

Should the cost per rider evaluation of transit projects be
adjusted to account for the different objectives and efficiencies of "core" versus "emerging" service provision in

order to recognize the goals defined in Tri-Met's "Transit
Choices For Livability" program to expand suburban transit
services?
Staff Recommendation: It is important to retain an absolute
measure of investment efficiency, that is, cost per new
transit patron. At the same time, regional policies do
encourage extension of new transit service to locations that
are not now "competitive" with established routes in an
effort to stimulate new transit markets and to reduce both
peak period and daily VMT, even at relatively high marginal
cost. Staff proposes therefore, that transit proposals be
categorized as core expansion, or emerging service (e.g.,
Tri-Met's Transit Choices for Livability program). Absolute
project cost effectiveness would then be compared as a high,
medium or low ranking for projects sharing comparable policy
goals and cost burdens.
6.

Is their sufficient emphasis on safety?
Staff Recommendation: Yes. Twenty percent of the total
points available, and 33 percent of those measuring
transportation effectiveness (i.e., excluding the land use
oriented "2040" points), relate to safety. No compelling
comments were made to support that more or less weighting of
safety would be better. Also, where safety is a truly
compelling factor, this can be brought out in the administrative evaluation.

7.

Is there an overemphasis on growth areas at the expense of
developed areas?
Staff Recommendation: First and foremost, there is an appropriate emphasis on use of very limited regional flexible
funds to support the transportation needs of those locations
prioritized in the Framework Plan to accommodate the bulk of
new housing and employment demand anticipated by 2040. As
mentioned previously, there are other resources at the
command of local agencies to support transportation needs not
directly related to the 2040 priority land uses. However,
unless the locations targeted to increase density can be
adequately served with new transportation infrastructure, the
densities needed to contain the UGB will not be achieved.
This means that "developed" outer neighborhoods and dispersed
employment centers not called upon to increase their average
density should expect to receive little regional funding.
Additionally though, 60 points are allocated based on the
severity of transportation problems which would generally be
greater in developed areas. Finally, only 40 points are
allocated to reflect support of land use goals. A maximum of
20 points relate explicitly to the priority "growth areas."

The highest points can only be achieved for projects which
benefit the Central City, Regional Centers and Industrial
areas. While these areas are "growth areas," it can hardly
be said that places like the Beaverton, Gresham, and
Hillsboro Regional Centers are not "developed areas."
Similarly, the second tier of land uses, e.g., town centers,
main streets, corridors, etc., are eligible to receive up to
15 points, representing only a five point "handicap." A
large percentage of these land use designations are located
in very suburban developed settings. While improvements will
be targeted to the designated "growth areas," these areas are
located in proximity to outer-neighborhoods and other nonpriority "developed areas" which will enjoy benefits of the
resulting transportation investment.
98-2680.RES
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ATTACHMENT A

Notice of public meeting

IVITIP/STIP
MTIP/STIP 2000 kickoff of
submissions of local projects and
public hearing/adoption on criteria

When:

5:30 p.m. July 23,1998

Where:

Metro Regional Center
600 NE Grand Avc.
Portland

The Metro Council will approve MTIP/STTP
criteria and open the process for submission of
local projects at 5:30 p.m. July 23 at its regular
meeting at Metro Regional Center.

An informational packet on the draft criteria
will be available after June 9,1998. Call Metro's
transportation hotline, (503) 797-1900, for a
copy in advance of the meeting or to get on
Metro's TIP mailing list.

Step 2 — Transportation fair/public input
In conjunction with the opening of the Westside
light-rail line, Metro will host a transportation
fair at the Oregon Convention Center plaza on
Sept. 12, 1998.

Background

At the fair, Metro and ODOT will be asking the
public for comments on the MTIP process,
including project priorities and how to distribute
revenue to types of projects (e.g., highways,
public transportation, sidewalks, bikeways, etc.)

Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT)
is beginning to update the State Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP), which will list
projects selected to receive state and federal
funding during the four-year period of October
1999 through September 2003 (i.e., the federal
fiscal year through 2003). The Metropolitan TIP
(MTIP) will serve as the Metro-area element of
the FY 2000 STIP and will be updated jointly by
ODOT, Metro and the region's local governments. A draft schedule for MTIP/STIP development and adoption is on the back of this flyer.
Four steps of completing the
MTIP/STIP process

METRO

Regional
Services
Creating livable

communities

transportation
Department
500 NE Grand Ave.
Portland, OR
97~
7736

re((5O3) 797-1900
:
ax(5O3) 797-1929
Recycled [taper

Room 370 at Metro Regional Center. A final
public hearing on this criteria will be held at
3:30 p.m. July 21, 1998, by the Metro Council
Transportation Committee.

What:

Step 1 - Kickoff and criteria
Consistent with Metro's public involvement
procedures for transportation planning, this
phase provides notification of the start of the
process. This phase introduces the first key
action: approving technical criteria used to
prioritize projects and kickoff of project submission period for local jurisdictions.
The Metro Council and the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation (JPACT) will
release an informational packet for public
review in June.
A public hearing on this criteria will be held at
1:30 p.m. June 23, 1998, by the Metro Council
Transportation Committee at Metro Regional
Center. JPACT will review and approve criteria
at its regular meeting on at 7:30 a.m. July 9 in

Step 3 — Local project ranking and review
During the rest of the fall of 1998, local governments will submit projects to Metro. Projects
will be evaluated, ranked and a draft program
will be distributed.Metro and ODOT will host
public meetings on the draft program early in
1999.
Step 4 - Final adoption process
Based on public comments, Metro will submit a
final TIP program for adoption. Key elements of
the adoption process are:
• During the late winter/early spring 1999,
Metro Council and JPACT will hold public
hearings prior to taking action on the final
TIP.
• Compliance with air quality standards in the
Clean Air-Act will be checked.
• Oregon Transportation Commission will
review and adopt the final TIP.
For m o r e information
Call:
Public involvement process
John Donovan, Metro, (503) 797-1871
Project information
Terry Whislcr, Metro, (503) 797-1747
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ATTACHMENT B
METRO

DRAFT
FY2000-2003 MTDP/STDP
KEY MILESTONES
( SUBJECT TO CHANGE)

Milestones
The following identifies milestones related to the next Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) update
for the fiscal years 2000-2003. The purpose is to provide citizens and local jurisdictions with an advanced
notice of possible key dates in the proposed schedule. Please inform your constituencies or members of this
schedule.

May 22, 1998
June 23, 1998
July 23, 1998

July-November 1998
Sept. 12, 1998
Sept. 30, 1998
Early Winter 1999

February 1999
March/April 1999

Public notification to kick-off
\
process
1
Public hearing on draft criteria
Full Metro Council action on
criteria/kick-off for local gov'ts
to submit projects
Identify candidate projects
Trans Fair/Westside LRT
opening - public info on TIP
Deadline for local gov'ts to
submit projects
JPACT release draft program or
rankings/regional public
meetings on draft MTIP/STIP
Statewide STIP meetings

Spring/summer

Public hearings, JPACT/Metro
Council adoption .
Air quality conformity

Oct. I, 1999

Implementation begins

Conformity/OTC/USDOT
approval ifjoint STIP/MTIP

Acronyms
MTIP - Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program, a multi-year, intermodal program of
transportation projects that is consistent with the metropolitantransportation program.
STIP - State Transportation Improvement Program, a federally required document that directs
transportation funds to a statewide, multi-year, intermodal program of transportation projects.
JPACT - Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation, a 17-member committee made up of local
elected officials and transportation agency leaders that coordinates on regional transportation
issues and advises the Metro Council.
OTC Oregon Transportation Commission, a five-member board appointed by the governor to advise
on statewide transportation policies.
ODOT - Oregon Department of Transportation
US DOT - United States Department of Transportation
Metro Transportation Improvement Program

MTIPsdie<J2
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FY 2000 MTIP/STIP PROJECT SELECTION PROCESS

Available

STEP1:

Revenue

PROJECT APPLICATION BY

STATE, REGIONAL AND LOCAL JURISDICTIONS

STEP 2: THRESHOLD CRITERIA
fc> Meet Street Design Guidelines
fc> Consistent With RTP Functional Classification Maps
fc> To Be Included in RTP "Strategic" Component
fc> Cost of Candidate Projects Constrained to Target of 3 Times Expected Revenue

STEP 3: TECHNICAL SCORE S CALCULATED
FREIGHT

ROAD MOD RECONSTRUCTS<J BLVD. DESIGN

GOAL: Support 2040

PEDESTRIAN

BICYCLE

TOD

TDM

TRANSIT

SUPPORT 2040:

1. Increase Access to/
Circulation Within Industrial Areas - 20 Points

1. INCREASE ACCESS TO OR CIRCULATION WITHIN DESIGNATED 2040 PRIORITY.LAND JSES -- 20 POINTS

2. Increase of Industrial
Jobs , or High focus on

2. SERVES AREAS WHERE 2040 GROWTH CONCEPT CALLS FOR INCREASED MIXED USE DENSITY -- 20 POINTS

'Traded Sector" businesses. - 20 Points

GOAL: Mobility at
Reasonable Cost (15
points)
Cost/Truck
hours of delay reduced.

GOAL: Mobility at
Reasonable Cost
(15 points)
Cost/VHD reduced.

GOAL: Mobility at
Reasonable Cost (15
points)
Cost/VMT.

GOAL: Implement
Blvd Design Elements
for Least Cost (15
points)
Cost/mile/benefit points

GOAL: Mobility at
Reasonable Cost
(15 points)
Cost/VMT reduced.

GOAL: Mobility at
Reasonable Cost (15
points)
Cost/VMT reduced.

GOAL: Reduce VMT
at Reasonable Cost
(15 points)
Cost/VMT reduced.

GOAL: Increase
Ridership at
Reasonable Cost (25
points)
Cost per new patron.

GOAL: Reduce VMT at
Reasonable Cost (25
points)
Cost/VMT reduced.

GOAL: Reduce Delay of
Freight & Goods
Movement Delay (25
points)
Truck hours of delay
eliminated.

GOAL: Reduce
Congestion (25
points)
Reduce V/C
ratio/Improve LOS.

GOAL: Upgrade To
Urban Standard; Provide Long-term Maintenance (25 points)
Maintain "Fair" pavement
condition.

GOAL: Slow vehicle
speeds/enhance alt.
mode access. (25
points)
Encourage Blvd street
design elements.

GOAL: Increase
Walk Trips/Reduce Auto Trips
(25 points)
Generate new walk
trips.

GOAL: Rldershlp
(25 points)
Generate new
ridership.

GOAL: Increase Non
Auto Mode Share (25
points)
Increase Non-SOV
trips.

GOAL: Increase
Modal Share (35
points) Increase
Transit Trips.
Compare "Core" vs
"Emerging" systems
separately.

GOAL: Increase Modal
Share (35 points)
Decrease SOV mode
share.

GOAL: Safety (20
points)
Reduce
road/rail conflict and truck
conflict with
bike/pedestrian modes.

GOAL: Safety (20
points)
Improve high
accident locations.

GOAL: Safety (20
GOAL: Safety
(20
points)
points)
Slow
Improve high accident rate vehicles & enhance
locations.
street scape to promote
alt. mode safety.

GOAL: Safety (20
points)
Reduce pedestrian
hazards.

GOAL: Safety (20
points)
Reduce bike hazards,
especially near
schools.

GOAL: Increase
Density (20 points)
Increase mixed use
density.

100 Points

100 Points

100 Points

100 Points

100 Points

100 Points

100 Points

100 Points

100 Points

RESULTS OF STEP 3: PROJECT LIST IS RANKED BY TECHNICAL SCORE
FREIGHT

ROAD MOD RECONSTRUCTION BLVD. DESIGN

Proj. 1-100
Proj. 2 - 9 7
Proj. 3 - 88
Proj. 4 - 7 3

Proj. 1-100
Proj. 2 - 9 7
Proj. 3 - 88
Proj. 4 - 7 3

Proj. 1-100
Proj. 2 - 9 7
Proj. 3 - 88
Proj. 4 - 7 3

Proj. 1-100
Proj. 2 - 97
Proj. 3 - 88
Proj. 4 - 7 3

PEDESTRIAN

BICYCLE

TOD

TRANSIT

TDM

Proj. 1-100
Proj. 2 - 9 7
Proj. 3 - 88
Proj. 4 - 7 3

Proj. 1-100
Proj. 2 - 9 7
Proj. 3 - 88
Proj. 4 - 7 3

Proj. 1-100
Proj. 2 - 9 7
Proj. 3 - 88
Proj. 4 - 7 3

Proj. 1-100
Proj. 2 - 97
Proj. 3 - 88
Proj. 4 - 7 3

Proj. 1-100
Proj. 2 - 97
Proj. 3 - 88
Proj. 4 - 7 3

STEP 4: ADDTIONAL INFORMATION ADDED THROUGH ADMINISTRATIVE CRITERIA
P
P
P
P

Is the candidate project the minimum logical phase?
Is the project linked to another high priority project?
Is there local or private over-match?
Is there a past regional commitment?

FUNDING AMOUNT AVAILABLE
BY STATE MOD, STP, CMAQ, TE, NHS, etc.

P Does the project include significant multi-modal benefits?
P Is there an affordable housing connection?
P What other factors are not reflected by the technical criteria?

ALLOCATION CRITERIA
P
P
P
P

Multi-Modal Program
Geographic Equity
Support 2040 Objectives
Meets Air Quality Test

STEP 5: DRAFT FUNDING RECOMMENDATION FOR PUBLIC HEARING
AND CONSIDERATION BY JPACT AND THE METRO COUNCIL
ATTACHMENT C

BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL
FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING
PROCESS AND CRITERIA FOR PROJECT
SELECTION FOR THE FY 2000-03
METRO TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT
PROGRAM (MTIP)

)
)
)
)
)

RESOLUTION NO. 98-2680
Introduced by
Ed Washington, Chair
JPACT

WHEREAS, State regulations require that Metro regulate the
Portland area Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) and maintain a 20-year
urban land supply within the UGB; and
WHEREAS, State regulations require adoption of a regional
transportation system plan that demonstrates provision of
transportation services adequate to meet projected increases of
population and employment within the UGB; and
WHEREAS, Metro has adopted the Regional Framework Plan which
establishes priority land use designations, including Central
City, Regional Center, Industrial Sanctuary, and other designations in which increases of average densities are called for to
absorb expected growth of population and employment in the UGB
through 2 04 0; and
WHEREAS, Special emphasis on providing multi-modal transportation access is required in these priority land uses
designations; and
WHEREAS, The Framework Plan includes Street Design Guidelines for boulevard, street, roadway and highway classifications
intended to assure provision of transportation facilities that
reinforce land use and transportation objectives of the Framework
Plan; and
WHEREAS, A new six-year federal transportation bill has been
adopted (Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century, or TEA21); and
WHEREAS, Metro is the Portland area Metropolitan Planning
Organization (MPO); and

WHEREAS, Federal regulations authorize the MPO to allocate
federal transportation funds to projects in consultation with
ODOT; and
WHEREAS, Prior technical and administrative criteria used to
allocate regional funds to projects were established before
completion of the Regional Framework Plan, including the Street
Design Guidelines, and guidance from JPACT and the Metro Council
regarding a desire to use regional transportation funding to
enhance regional housing affordability; now therefore,
BE IT RESOLVED:
1.

That the general process outlined in Exhibit 1,

including especially the three screening criteria and the several
administrative criteria; and the technical project selection
criteria outlined in Exhibit 2, including the land use-oriented
elements of the criteria described in Exhibit 3, the land
use/freight-oriented criteria described in Exhibit 4, and the
detailed Boulevard Design technical ranking criteria in Exhibit 5
be used to select projects for the upcoming FY 2000-03 MTIP/STIP
update.
2.

That Metro staff are authorized to develop the specific

methodologies needed to carry out the intent of the technical
criteria in consultation with TPAC and JPACT, as appropriate.
ADOPTED by the Metro Council this

day of

, 1998.

Jon Kvistad, Presiding Officer
Approved as to Form:

Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel

EXHIBIT 1
Page 1

FY 2000
Transportation Improvement Program
Allocation Process
and
Project Selection Criteria

1. Projects are screened for consistency with RTP System Plan Requirements .
Jurisdictions are solicited to nominate projects for receipt of state and regional funds.
Typically, Metro requests that project requests be limited to approximately three times the
total of available funds. County Coordinating Committees are encouraged to coordinate
these lists for their areas. Projects requesting regional funds must meet basic eligibility tests
having to do with their consistency with transportation policies and goals adopted in the
Regional Transportation Plan, including:
•

Street Design Guidelines (e.g., boulevard, street, road and highway design
classifications);

•

Functional Classification of the proposed route (e.g., motor vehicle, bike, pedestrian,
freight, and public transit classifications); and

•

RTP Strategic System list of projects (under development).

If Metro staff determines that a project proposed for funding does not meet these eligibility
criteria, no further evaluation of the project will occur unless an exception to these prerequisites
is approved by JPACT. Additionally, projects may be approved for funding based on conceptual
plans. As more advanced design is completed, Metro staff evaluate the adequacy of the project's
design in meeting these prerequisites prior to release of funds. Any disagreement on this
assessment of design adequacy is subject to review by JPACT.
2. Projects are ranked "technically" by mode. Metro has adopted ranking criteria (see
Attachment D) that evaluate technical, quantifiable attributes of projects within eight modes:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Roadway Modernization
Roadway Preservation/Reconstruction
Freight
Transit
Bike
Pedestrian
Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
Transit Oriented Development (TOD)

EXHIBIT 1
Page 2
Although the specific criteria differ for each mode, projects across all modes are evaluated for
anticipated performance in the following general areas:
•

Support for 2040

•

TransportationEffectiveness
Cost-Effectiveness
Safety

•
•

40 points

25 points
15 points
20 points
100 points

(40% transportation support of 2040 Growth Concept)

(60% transportation effectiveness measures)

4. "Administrative" considerations. After projects are ranked technically, important
qualitative project considerations are evaluated. This process begins with review of the
technical rankings by the public and TPAC, JPACT and the Metro Council and solicitation of
qualitative factors these forums view as significant additional indicators of project merit.
Qualitative factors that have been influential in the past or which JPACT and the Metro
Council have requested be considered in the current funding cycle include:
•

Funding request is for the minimum logical phase, with special emphasis on PE only
requests. This helps assure that only key transportation issues are addressed and
allows the broadest possible incremental progress to be made on many regional
transportation projects, rather than only a few at one time.

•

Tie to other projects; the extent to which the priority of a project is liked to another
project.

•

Local or private overmatch provided. This is an indication that a project is truly
valuable to local constituencies and, rewards "self help" effort.

•

Past state or regional commitments. This keeps faith with the region's partners and
ensures funding toward commitments previously deferred.

•

Affordable housing connection. The Metro Council has directed staff to encourage
nomination of projects that demonstrate a connection to increasing the region's
supply of affordable housing. Projects that demonstrate this connection will be
flagged.

•

Exceptionalmulti-modal benefits. The Regional Framework Plan identifies
numerous Boulevard Design segments of the regional street system that will require
improvement. Metro is very interested in seeing that some Boulevards be funded and
those nominated projects that achieve these objectives will be flagged.

•

Projects that are ranked as "freight" projects will be flagged. Project sponsors should
describe the significance of the project to supporting economic interests, particularly
to "Trade" sectors of the economy.

•

Technical merits that are not adequately addressed in the technical ranking process.

The blend of technical and qualitative project attributes is then used to develop a staff
recommended prioritization of candidate projects within modes. The draft final modal
ranking recommendation is submitted for review by TPAC, JPACT and the Metro Council.

EXHIBIT 1
Page 3
5. Allocate Funds. Once project ranking is fixed within modes, based on technical and
administrative merit, an optimum mix of projects across modes is developed as on overall
funding recommendation. Note: there is no formula to determine how much funding is
received by any one mode. Additionally, the top ranked project or projects within a
mode may not be recommended for funding. The often competing factors which
influence the final decision of which projects to fund include:
•
•
•
•

Support of 2040 objectives
Geographic Equity
Desire for multi-modal project mix
Conformity of projects with State Air Quality Implementation Plan (e.g., the new
transportation network must meet emissions budgets and reflect funding of
transportation control measures listed in the Implementation Plan).
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FY 2000 MTIP TECHNICAL CRITERIA

ROAD MODERNIZATION

OAD RECONSTRUCTION

BLVD. DESIGN

FREIGHT

PEDESTRIAN

BICYCLE

TOD

TRANSIT

TDM

GOAL: Address 2040 Land Use
Objectives (40 points)

GOAL: Address 2040 Land
Use Objectives (40 points)

GOAL: Address 2040 Land Use
Objectives (40 points)

GOAL: Address 2040 Land Use
Objectives (40 points)

GOAL: Address 2040 Land Use
Objectives (40 points)

GOAL: Address 2040 Land Use
Objectives (40 points)

GOAL: Address 2040 Land Use
Objectives (40 points)

GOAL: Address 2040 Land Use
Objectives (40 points)

GOAL: Provide Mobility at
Reasonable Cost (15 points)
C o s W H D eliminated in 2020 with
truck delay factored to auto
equivalent value.

GOAL: Provide Mobility at
Reasonable Cost (15 points)
Cost/VMT in 2020 (or VT at
interchanges and intersections.

GOAL: Implement Blvd
Design Elements for Least
C o s t (15 points)

GOAL: Provide Mobility at
Reasonable Cost (15 points)
Cost/Truck hours of delay
eliminated in 2020.

GOAL: Provide Mobility at
Reasonable Cost (15 points)
Cost/VMT reduced in 2020.

GOAL: Provide Mobility at
Reasonable Cost (15 points)
Cost/(VMT • ratio o f 9 4 to 2020
mode splits in priority land uses
needed to achieve 10% VMT
reduction yby miles.

GOAL: Reduce VMT at
Reasonable Cost (15 points)
C o s W M T reduced in 2020.

GOAL: Increase Rldershlp at
Reasonable Cost (25 points)
Determine cost per new transit
patron.

GOAL: Reduce VMT at
Reasonable Cost (25 points)
Cost/VMT reduced.

GOAL: Reduce Congestion (25
points)
Project derives from CMS,
consistent with 10% per capita
VMT reduction. Compare base
year V/C ratio (pm peak hr &
direction) against ratios with and
without project.

GOAL: Bring Facility To Current
Urban Standard Or Provide Longterm Maintenance (25 points)
Reward pavement condition that is
currently "fair" and will be "poor" 10
years into future.

GOAL: Slow vehicle
speeds/enhance alt. mode
access. (25 points)
Encourage projects that
incorporate maximum feasible
Blvd street design elements so
alternative travel modes are
appealing & safer.

GOAL: Reduce Delay of Freight
& Goods Movement In and
Through the Region (25 points)
Truck hours of delay eliminated in
2020.

GOAL: Increase Walk Mode
Share/Reduce Auto Trips (25
points)
Compute new trips made by
walking (or walking to transit)
instead of by auto. Use 2020 mode
split after reducing VMT 10%.

GOAL: Ridership (25 points)
Determine potential ridership
increase based on travel shed,
socio-economic data and travel
behavior survey data. Current
methods assume 2020 mode
splits adjusted to reflect 10% VMT
reduction.

GOAL: Increase Non-Auto Mode
Share (25 points)
Determine increase of transit, walk
and bike trips that result from TOO
program subsidy of market

GOAL: Increase Modal Share
(35 points)
Compute benefits in relation to
2020 ridership targets in areas
proposed for service additions.

GOAL: Increase Modal Share
(35 points)
Compute non-SOV mode share
increase and VMT reduction.

GOAL: Safety (20 points)
Accident rate per Vehicle (use
current ODOT Accident Rate
Book) and qualitative assessment
of bike/ped conflicts.

GOAL: Safety (20 points)
Accident Rate per Vehicle (use
current ODOT Accident Rate
Book) and qualitative assessment
of bike/ped conflicts.

GOAL: Safety (20 points)
Target ieast safe/highest nonauto demand boulevard
segments for improvement.

GOAL: Safety (20 points)
Addresses high accident locations
with special emphasis on
hazardous road/rail situations and
conflict with bike/pedestrian
modes.

GOAL: Safety (20 points)
Project corrects an existing safety
problem. Factors such as traffic
volume, speed, road width, citizen
complaints, and especially
proximity to schools will be
considered in determining critical
safety problems.

GOAL: Safety (20 points)
Factors include blind curves, high
truck & auto volume, soft
shoulders, high reported accident
rate, high speeds and especially
proximity to schools.

GOAL: Increase Density (20
points)
Does the TOD project increase
density within a one-quarter mile
radius of transit above the level
that would result without public
subsidy from the TOD program?

GOAL: Address 2040 Land Use
Objectives (40 points)

Cost/mile/benefit points

h.A..\terry\O0tip\O0multi mode criteria Revised by JPACT 7/16/98
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DRAFT FINAL FY 2000 MTIP 2040 POINT ALLOCATION
Points
1. Access To:

Is a high proportion of travel on the project link seeking access to:
' Central City, Regional Centers, Industrial Sanctuaries, Intermodal Terminals

Hi
20

1

Station Areas, Town Centers, Main Streets, Corridors

15

10

5

1

Employment Areas, Inner and Outer Neighborhoods

5

0

0

20

15 10

15

10

5

5

0

0

Med Lo
15 10

OR

2. Circulation
Within:

Does a project improve mode appropriate circulation within:
' Central City, Regional Centers, Industrial Sanctuaries, Intermodal Terminals
• Station Areas, Town Centers, Main Streets, Inner Neighborhoods
• Employment Areas, Inner and Outer Neighborhoods
AND

3. 2040 Target
Density:

Does the project serve an area projected in the 2040 Growth Concept to
have a large increase of mixed use deveiopment between 1994 and 2020?
Change in Mixed Use Density 1994 to 2020: High
Med
Low

20
10
0

6/30/98
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EXHIBIT 3

DRAFT FINAL FY 2000 MTIP 2040 POINT ALLOCATION FOR FREIGHT
Points

1. Access To:

Is the project located within Industrial Areas, Intermodal Facilities,
Employment Areas:
• Intermodal rail yard, marine terminal, air cargo facility, truck terminal or
distribution facility
• Industrial Area
• Employment Areas with other industrial activity
• outside industrial area but providing access to

H

M

L

20

15

10

15

10

5

10

5

0

10-5

0

H

M

L

20

15

10

15

10

5

10

5

0

OR
2. Circulation
Within:

Does a project improve mode appropriate circulation within:
• Intermodal rail yard, marine terminal, air cargo facility, truck terminal or
distribution facility
• Industrial Area
• Employment Areas with other industrial activity

AND
3. Employment
Growth or
Traded Sector

Does the project serve an area projected in the 2040 Growth Concept
to have high growth of industrial employment between 1994 and
2020, or exhibit a high current focus on "traded sector" businesses?

High 10
Med 5
Low o

Focus

REVISED
EXHIBIT 4

7/22/98 - Revised by JPACT 7/22/98
h\qdocs\00tip\ranking.wb1

EXHIBIT 5
DRAFT
BOULEVARD DESIGN
TECHNICAL CRITERIA
I. 2040 IMPLEMENTATION
Goal: Support implementation of 2040 priority land uses. (40 points)
See Metro Resolution No. 98-2680, Exhibit 3 for methodology.

II. "EFFECTIVENESS

2. Curb extensionsrsqueeze points" are constructed?

Yes 1

No 1

No I

;peeds?
4. Signals re-timed to progress at slower than current speeds?

Yes I
Yes 1

5. Travel lanes are eliminated?

Yes 1

6. Other element? (relate to street design guidelines).

Yes 1

3. Pedestrian crossings are increased and/or demarcated
ted with
distinct texture/color/platform treatment?

o

Yes H

O

ijijiiiiii

Z

1. Current lane widths are narrowed?

z

iijiljji!

1. Goal: Implement design elements to reduce automobile speeds to 25 miles per
hour (or less) along facility segments classified as boulevards. (10 points)

No 1
No H

Scoring:
3+ design elements
2 design elements
1 design element

10 points
5 points
0 points

2. Goal: Implement appropriate design elements to enhance alternative modes
of
travel along Boulevard segments.
a. Sidewalks will be widened. (5 points)

Yes B

No

|

Ranking Objective: Achieve optimum sidewalk width of at least 10 feet on all
boulevards. Points are reallocated to other criteria where existing sidewalk width
is greater than or equal to ten feet.
Proposed Methodology: candidate projects that are constrained by narrow right of
way may obtain full 5 points upon demonstration that all practical means are
employed to maximize sidewalk widths including: narrowing travel lanes and
center median, elimination of on-street parking on one or both sides of the street
and transfer of bike facilities to parallel facility.
b. Additional Enhancements. (10 points)

1. A r e transit amenities provided?

Y e s ffi No

|

2. Is a landscape buffer provided?

Y e s §§

No

|

3. Is on-street parking implemented?

Y e s §§

No

|

4. Are pedestrian refuges installed at crossings?

Y e s §§

No

|

5. Is a raised, landscaped median installed?

Y e s j§§

No

|

6. A r e bike lanes retrofitted (on or parallel to facility)?

Y e s §§

No

|

7. A r e utilities relocated?

Y e s §§

No

|

8. A r e street amenities provided? (e.g., benches,
decorative lights, railings, statuary, brick pavers, etc.)

Y e s §§

No S

9. Other Factors? (relate to street design guidelines)

Yes if

No

|

Scoring:
5+ elements
3 elements
Less than 3 elements

10 points
5 points
0 points

III. COST EFFECTIVENESS
Goal: Implement maximum feasible, highest priority boulevard design elements at
lowest cost. (15 points)
Determine project cost per mile and divide result by sum of effectiveness points.

Example:
VA. mile of improvement @ $100,000 = $400,000/mile of improvement.
$400,000/20 Effectiveness points = $20,000 per "cost/effectiveness" point.
Allocate 15/7/0 points to low/medium/high-cost thirds.

IV. SAFETY
Goal: Enhance safety of alternative modes within Boulevard design
classifications that are most hazardous, especially to pedestrian travel,
through design elements that reduce speed of motor vehicles, increase
driver awareness of non-motorized traffic, and promote higher density,
mixed use development
a. Assess characten'stics of motor vehicle right of way. (10 points)
•
•
•
•
•
•

5 lanes
12 ft lane width
speed > 40 mph (noon/off-peak)
no pedestrian refuge
more than 330 feet between marked pedestrian crossings
poor vertical delineation of pedestrian-way
(e.g., no curb, intermittent curb, numerous driveways,
substandard width, occluded by utility infrastructure, etc.).

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

jj
S
j |
||
p
||

No
No
No
No
No
No

Scoring:
•
•
•

5+ elements
4 elements
3 elements

10 points
6 points
3 points

b. Assess land use factors which promote/compel pedestrian/bike travel within the
corridor. (10 points)
•
•
•

Transit corridor (4 points)
Regional bike route (3 points)
Within % mile of a school, civic complex or cultural facilities (3 points)

h:\. Aterry\OOtip\criteria\blvd criteria
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BOULEVARD DESIGN
TECHNICAL CRITERIA

I. 2040 IMPLEMENTATION
Goal: Support implementation of 2040 priority land uses. (40 points)
See Metro Resolution No. 98-2680, Exhibit 3 for methodology.
II. EFFECTIVENESS
1. Goal: Implement design elements that will help to reduce automobile speeds
along boulevard segments, with a goal of reducing speeds to 25 miles per
hour, or less. (10 points)
1. Current lane widths are narrowed?

Yes

No

2. Curb extensions/"squeeze points" are constructed?

Yes

No

3. On-street parking is permitted?

Yes

No

4. Corner turn radii are engineered for slower rum movements?

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

7. Signals re-timed to progress at slower than current speeds?

Yes H

No -

8. Travel or turn lanes are eliminated?

Yes I

No

9. Other element? (relate to street design guidelines).

Yes §§

No

5. Pedestrian crossings are increased and/or demarcated with
distinct texture/color/platform treatment?
6. Pedestrian crossings are increased and/or demarcated with
distinct texture/color/platform treatment?

Scoring:
4+ design elements
3 design elements
2 design element
1 design element

10 points
7 points
3 points
0 points

2. Goal: Implement appropriate design elements to enhance alternative modes of
travel along Boulevard segments.
a. Sidewalks will be widened. (5 points)

Yes §§

No •

Ranking Objective: Achieve optimum sidewalk width of at least 10 feet on all
boulevards. Points are reallocated to other criteria where existing sidewalk width is
greater than or equal to ten feet.

Proposed Methodology: candidate projects that are constrained by narrow right of way
may obtain full 5 points upon demonstration that all practical means are employed to
maximize sidewalk widths including: narrowing travel lanes and center median,
elimination of on-street parking on one or both sides of the street and transfer of bike
facilities to parallel facility.

b. Additional Enhancements.

(10points)

1. Are transit amenities provided?
2. Is a landscape buffer provided?

Yes I
Yes |

No

Yes

No

No

3. Are pedestrian refuges(curb extensions)installed
at crossings?
4. Is a raised pedestrian refuge in a median installed?

Yes

5. Are bike lanes added (on or parallel to facility)?

Yes

No
No

6. Are obstructions (e.g., utilities) removed from the primary pedestrian-way?
Yes
No
7. Are street amenities provided? (e.g., benches, pedestrian
scale decorative lights, railings, statuary, brick pavers, etc.) Yes

No

8. Other Factors? (relate to street design guidelines)

No

Yes

Scoring:
4+ elements
3 elements
2 elements
1 element

10 points
7 points
3 points
0 points

III. COST EFFECTIVENESS
Goal: Implement maximum feasible, highest priority boulevard design
elements at lowest cost (15 points)
Ranking Objective: Determine project cost per mile and divide result by sum of
effectiveness points.

Example:
•
•
•

X

A mile of improvement @ $ 100,000 = $400,000/mile of improvement.
Effectiveness points = $20,000 per "cost/effectiveness" point.
Allocate 15/7/0 points to low/medium/high-cost thirds.

IV. SAFETY
Goal:

Enhance safety of alternative modes within Boulevard design
classifications that are most hazardous, especially to pedestrian travel,
through design elements that reduce speed of motor vehicles,
increase driver awareness of non-motorized traffic, and promote
higher density, mixed use development

a) Ranking Objective: assess existing characteristics of motor vehicle right of way.
Identify existence of features listed below which pose greatest hazard to
alternative travel modes. Project proposal should specify corrections which
should benefit alternative travel modes rather than restrict them. (10 points)
1. 5 lanes

Yes

No

2. 12ft lane width or greater

Yes

No

3. speed > 40 mph (noon/off-peak)

Yes

No

4. no pedestrian refuge

Yes

No

5. more than 330 feet between marked pedestrian crossings

Yes "

No _"

6. poor vertical delineation of pedestrian-way
(e.g., no curb, intermittent curb, numerous driveways,
substandard width, occluded by utility infrastructure, etc.).

Yes -

No -

7. Other considerations (e.g., SPIS data; high incidence of
pedestrian/bicycle injuries, etc.)

Yes 8

No B

Scoring:
•
•
•
•

5+ elements
4 elements
3 elements
2 elements

10 points
7points
3 points
0points

b. Ranking Objective: Identify land use factors (other than expected increased of
mixed use density) which promote/compel pedestrian/bike travel within the
corridor. (10points)
•
•
•

Transit corridor (4 points)
Regional bike route (3 points)
Within lA mile of a school, civic complex or cultural facilities (3 points)

revised 8/12/98
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STAFF REPORT
CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 98-2676 FOR THE PURPOSE OF
ESTABLISHING A POLICY BASIS AND FUNDING STRATEGY FOR
TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATIONS (TMAs) FOR THE
MTIP/STIP DEVELOPMENT PROCESS
Date:

July 20, 1998

Presented by:

Andrew Cotugno

PROPOSED ACTION
This resolution and Exhibit A establish a policy basis and three
year-phased funding strategy for review and implementation of
Transportation Management Association (TMA) proposals for the
upcoming MTIP/STIP development process. The policy basis recognizes three stages of development and places primary emphasis on
the initial stage (Exploratory) which focuses on conducting a
feasibility study/needs assessment to identify common issues and
levels of commitment and financial support. In addition, the
resolution establishes preliminary screening criteria for
reviewing TMA proposals and developing a short list for further
consideration and evaluation in the MTIP/STIP process. The
resolution addresses the policy and programmatic issues of how
many TMAs should the region fund; where should TMAs be implemented; and on what basis should regional funds be allocated?
The resolution also recognizes the need for Metro to amend the RTP
to incorporate the recommended policy basis for TMAs; places
general administrative oversight for the regional TMA program with
Tri-Met; and places the responsibility for the initial review and
ranking of TMA proposals with the TPAC Transportation Demand
Management Subcommittee. Tri-Met, in conjunction with the TPAC
TDM Subcommittee, will develop and forward its recommendation
through the TPAC/JPACT/Metro Council approval process.
TPAC has reviewed this Transportation Management Association
policy and funding strategy and recommends approval of Resolution
NO. 98-2676.
FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS
Transportation Management Associations (TMAs) are nonprofit coalitions of local businesses and/or public agencies dedicated to
reducing traffic congestion and pollution and improving commuting
options for their employees. In this role, TMAs have become an
important institutional option for implementing transportation
demand management (TDM) strategies, particularly those designed to
increase the use of alternative modes of travel.
A number of TMA studies and surveys1 at the national and local
level have been conducted in recent years to document the

1

Ferguson, Erik and Diane Davidson, ATransportation Management Associations,® in Transportation Quarterly,
Volume 49, Number 1, Winter 1995 pp 45-60.

specific operating characteristics of TMAs and to identify
activities and performance criteria that constitute a successful
model. Key findings from these studies show the following
general trends.
TMA Mission
TMAs differ among themselves in terms of mission or orientation.
Some TMAs focus more on community leadership and advocacy to
influence policy decisions. Others are more service-oriented and
actively solicit and/or implement rideshare matching, shuttle
services, vanpooling and guaranteed ride-home programs.
TMA Demographics
TMAs typically are formed in three different geographical settings including downtown areas, suburban activity centers, and
other special areas such as corridors, recreational centers and
employment/industrial locations. Downtown areas enjoy a high
potential for public/private partnerships because employment
normally includes significant representation from both public and
private organizations.
Suburban activity centers, although smaller than traditional
Central Business Districts (CBDs), are characterized by rapid
growth and, because they are usually less well served by alternative modes of transportation, have the potential to benefit from
TMA formation.
TMAs in "other" areas are generally broader in scope and may
cover multiple areas.
Regardless of the geographical setting, most TMAs are formed for
one of three main reasons:
. To respond to existing transportation-related needs.
. To mitigate anticipated traffic created by new and future
development.
. To centralize and coordinate the TDM efforts of individual
employers.
TMA Development
TMAs normally pass through three major stages of development
prior to attaining organizational stability. These stages
include the exploratory, formative and operational.
The exploratory stage is usually characterized by identification
of the market area, potential clients, data collection and
analysis, problem definition and consensus building in order to
form a constituency of interests in solving an identified problem
or issue. A feasibility study/needs assessment provides the
focus of this stage, the final products of which are a business
and financial plan.

The formative stage implements the business and financial plans
and includes start-up costs for beginning operation, preparation
of legal documents, establishment of dues structure, member
recruitment, staff hiring and development of a work plan.
The operational stage focuses on implementation of the work plan,
achievement of goals and objectives, and the provision of new and
expanded services to TMA members.
TMA Membership
At the national level, membership in TMAs increased from an
average of 26 member companies in 1991 to an average of 46 in
1993. The trend shows that as TMAs mature and reach stability,
membership tends to increase.
Funding Mix
In 1991, the average TMA derived 44 percent of its revenue from
private sources, including 21 percent from membership dues. In
1993, the average TMA reported that 53 percent of its revenue
came from private sources including 47 percent from membership
dues. Larger TMAs tend to rely less on membership dues and more
on grant revenues. Twenty percent of large TMAs surveyed with
annual budgets over $3 00,000 received no dues at all.
TMA Dues Structure
Dues generally fall into one of three categories. Dues for
employers are normally assessed on a per employee basis. Dues
for developers are assessed on a square footage basis. Dues for
public agencies are often assessed on a flat rate or fee simple
basis. The survey found that employer dues vary widely from $.50
to $18 per employee per year. Developer dues average less than
$.10 per square foot of buildable or leasable space per year.
TMA Provision of Services
The studies identified four separate roles for TMAs:
1. Provide employee transportation services, commuter
information and assistance.
2. Advocate within the urban transportation planning process.
3. Provide sponsorship or funding for special studies.
4 . Provide private management assistance to public sector
organizations.
The total number of services offered by individual TMAs vary more
as a function of age and organizational stability than by geographic location. In addition, the provision of services are
classified as either "soft" or "hard" approaches. Soft

approaches are typically composed of information services and
promotional efforts. Hard approaches usually involve delivery of
actual transportation services, financial incentives for alternative modes or disincentives to driving alone. As expected, soft
strategies based on information services and promotional efforts
are the most prevalent among TMAs.
A list of potential TMA services made available to member
organizations include the following:
advocacy
rideshare promotion at employer sites
periodical publications and other printed materials
vanpool formation assistance
ridematching services
trip-reduction plan preparation
development/processing of employee surveys
guaranteed ride-home programs
training programs for employee transportation coordinators
parking management programs/assistance
on-site transit pass sales
shuttle services
vanpool subsidy programs
TMAs with larger budgets generally offer the most complete range
of integrated services, including vanpool services, rideshare
matching, trip-reduction planning, employee surveys, parking
management, guaranteed ride-home programs, training, shuttle
services and advocacy. TMAs with smaller budgets concentrate
more on information-based programs such as advocacy, promotions,
publishing and distribution of literature, and rideshare
matching.
TMA Budgets
The TMA studies found that the provision of hard services
requires an annual budget of approximately $75,000 whereas TMAs
with less than $75,000 do not have the financial strength to
implement effective, integrated services and therefore rely more
on soft services.
TMA Staffing Levels
All TMAs studied with budgets in the $50,000-75,000 range have
one staff person. The mean staff size for all TMAs is 1.7
persons. TMAs typically contract out services or hire part-time
employees to make up for reduced budgets. Types of services
contracted out include accounting, legal services, transit/
shuttle operations, grant writing, and newsletter design and
mailing.

TMA Management/Organizational Structure
Most TMAs with budgets over $50,000 are managed by an Executive
Director and a Board of Directors. Legal counsel is retained as
needed. None of the TMAs surveyed have a staff attorney. The
typical TMA board meets five or six times per year.
TMA Evaluation
Over half (53%) of the TMAs surveyed in 1993 did not evaluate
their effectiveness. Geographic scope and budget size are not
factors in determining whether an evaluation had been performed.
Survey results indicated that older TMAs are more likely to
conduct an evaluation. Before and after evaluations were found
to be almost non-existent, even though this type of information
is needed to test explicitly for behavioral changes induced by
TMA activities. Most TMA evaluations continue to focus on member
satisfaction with services offered rather than actual utilization
of alternatives to single occupant commuting including the
potential for reducing VMT and improving air quality.
TMA Success
The primary elements that characterize a successful TMA2
include: 1) a well-defined problem established through a
feasibility study/needs assessment process; 2) identified
strategies and sufficient resources; 3) private and public sector
support; 4) sufficient target market of employers and employees;
and 5) existing legal or regulatory transportation requirements.
The worst model for a TMA is shown to be a diverse mix of
businesses, large in geographical extent, with no common interests
or transportation issues.
Portland Experience
The Portland region currently has three operating Transportation
Management Associations (TMAs). They are located in the Lloyd
District (Lloyd District TMA), City of Beaverton (Westside Transportation Alliance TMA), and the City of Tualatin (Tualatin TMA).
Although the operating and funding characteristics of each are
different, they share the same primary goals of helping member
companies design transportation programs to relieve congestion,
promote alternative modes, and meet the requirements of the
State's Transportation Planning Rule (TPR) and DEQ's Employee
Commute Options rule.

Commuter Transportation Services, Inc., TMA Handbook, page 15.

Lloyd District TMA
Executive Director: Rick Williams
Current Annual Budget: $90,000
FTE: 1.25 between two people (Executive Director and staff
assistant)
Start-up - $250,000 of CMAQ funds administered by the City of
Portland. The purpose was to fund the TMA to assist with
implementation and ongoing support for ECO employers in the Lloyd
District. Tri-Met contributed $35,000 in FY 97/98.
The Lloyd District TMA includes 28 employers and 3,144 employees
who take part in Tri-Met's annual transit pass program. Although
the CMAQ funds ended in June 1998, Tri-Met is considering some
level of funding next fiscal year.
The Lloyd TMA Board of Directors established a future goal of 2.5
FTE and a desired annual budget of $225,000.. The TMA is moving
toward becoming an "Assessment District" as the preferred source
of long-term funding rather than dues. The Lloyd TMA has a
requirement that one-third of all money raised must come from the
private sector.
The Lloyd District TMA collected approximately $6,000 in dues from
member companies last year. Dues are voluntary and average
approximately $50 per company per year. The informal agreement is
that companies over 25 employees pay $2.00 per employee per year.
For example, Kaiser with 500 employees pays $1,000 per year.
Other future revenue sources include $75,000 per year from parking
meter revenues and commissions on Pass Port sales. Last year, the
TMA received about $5,000 for their commission share of sales.
Westside Transportation Alliance (TMA)
Executive Director: TBD
Annual Budget: Approximately $100,000-125,000. However, the TMA
currently operates on approximately 8 0 percent of this amount.
FTE: 1.5 - 1.75 (Executive Director and one or two quarter-time
assistants)
Start-up - $250,000 of CMAQ funds administered by the City of
Beaverton. The purpose was to fund the TMA to assist with implementation and ongoing support for ECO employers in the Beaverton
area. Only $93,000 of the initial CMAQ funds have been expended
by the TMA. The remaining funds were returned to DEQ when the TMA
opted to establish itself independent of the City of Beaver-ton.
According to the previous Executive Director, there are currently
134 member companies in the TMA. In addition, the TMA can potentially represent one-third of the ECO effected employers (500

companies) and one-half of the employees (200,000 people).
are based on $10 per FTE.

Dues

Tualatin Transportation Management Association (TMA)
Program Manager: Dan Kaempff
Annual Budget: $90,000
FTE: 1.0
Start-up - The TMA was initially provided $60,000 from Tri-Met as
seed money to begin operation of the TMA for member employers.
The TMA has received $40,000 from Tri-Met this year and Tri-Met
indicates they will provide $20,000 next year to help keep the TMA
operating. JPACT, at their May meeting, recommended allocation of
$40,000 for the TMA to be divided between second-year operation
($20,000) and to establish a vanpool program ($20,000).
There are currently 13 member companies representing approximately
1,400 employees. Dues are currently $2 0 per employee per year.
Future plans call for an additional half-time staff assistant (0.5
FTE) and an annual operating budget of $2 00,000. This level of
funding would continue the shuttle service, purchase an additional bus, and provide for much needed public education and
outreach material/programs.
Transit Choices for Livability (TCP
Tri-Met's TCL project, which outlines a 10 year community transit
plan to better link neighborhoods with regional activity centers,
identified 25 potential locations where TMA development would
facilitate implementation of the TCL plan.
JPACT/Metro Council Recommendation
Exhibit A to the resolution establishes a regional policy framework and phased funding strategy for reviewing TMA proposals in
conjunction with the MTIP/STIP development process. The recommendation establishes the scope, administrative responsibility,
budget and regional funding share for implementing TMAs in the
Portland region.
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL
FOR THE PURPOSE OF ESTABLISHING
A POLICY BASIS AND FUNDING
STRATEGY FOR TRANSPORTATION
MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATIONS (TMAs)
FOR THE MTIP/STIP DEVELOPMENT
PROCESS

)
)
)
)
)
)

RESOLUTION NO. 98-2676
Introduced by
Councilor Washington, Chair
JPACT

WHEREAS, Metro is in the process of completing an update to
the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for adoption in December
1998; and
WHEREAS, The RTP is designed to implement the region's 2040
Growth Concept by providing alternative transportation options to
best serve different land use components; and
WHEREAS, Implementation of the 2 040 Growth Concept requires
the use of alternative modes of travel in order to avoid unacceptable levels of congestion and to ensure that accessibility by
alternative modes is attractive; and
WHEREAS, Transportation Demand Management (TDM) encompasses
a series of strategies, techniques and supporting actions to
promote the use of alternative modes; and
WHEREAS, The State's Transportation Planning Rule (TPR)
requires a reduction in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) over the 20year planning period of the RTP; and
WHEREAS, The Employee Commute Options (ECO) rule requires
employers with more than 50 employees at a work site to reduce
vehicle trips by 10 percent; and
WHEREAS, The RTP establishes Regional TDM policy and

objectives to help reduce vehicle trips and VMT; and
WHEREAS, Goal 5, Objective 2 of the RTP, promotes the
establishment of Transportation Management Associations (TMAs) as
a means to support programs to reduce the need to travel and to
make it more convenient for people to use alternative modes for
all trips throughout the region; and
WHEREAS, The RTP does not currently include a comprehensive
approach to TMA development, implementation and funding; and
WHEREAS, The Portland region currently has three operating
TMAs and has identified an additional twenty-five potential
locations for TMA development through Tri-Met's Transit Choices
for Livability effort; and
WHEREAS, JPACT proposed that Metro proceed with development
of a policy basis and funding strategy to determine how to
accommodate more TMAs in the region and what process should be
used to review TMA proposals for the MTIP/STIP development
process; now, therefore,
BE IT RESOLVED:
1.

That the Metro Council and JPACT endorse the model

framework for consideration of TMAs as described in Exhibit A to
this resolution.
2.

That Tri-Met assumes the general administrative

oversight for the regional TMA program.

That Tri-Met in

conjunction with the TPAC TDM Subcommittee will be responsible
for initial review and screening of TMA proposals and development
of a recommendation to TPAC/JPACT/Metro Council.

3.

That the MTIP/STIP development process will consider the

extent to which TMA formation will be funded.

There should not,

however, be an expectation that all potential TMAs will be funded
with federal funds in any of the stages of development.
4.

That once a decision is made on how many TMAs to fund, a

priority ranking of candidate locations will be developed through
the TPAC/JPACT/Metro Council approval process.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this

day of

, 1998.

Jon Kvistad, Presiding Officer
Approved as to Form:

Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel

EXHIBIT A
Recommendation for TMA Policy Basis
Adoption of Resolution No. 98-2676 establishes the following
policy basis for reviewing TMA proposals in conjunction with the
MTIP/STIP development process. These policies/procedures are
based on information developed in the staff report to this
resolution.
TMA Application/Proposal Process
Applications for the formation and regional funding of TMAs will
be made directly to Tri-Met. Tri-Met will utilize the TPAC TDM
Subcommittee for initial review and screening of applications.
Initial Screening Criteria
TMA applications/proposals for the upcoming MTIP/STIP development
process will be screened by the TDM Subcommittee relative to the
following criteria:
Is the TMA proposed in an area that would benefit from a TMA
(ie., population/employment density; 2040 design type/land
use link)?
Is there demonstration of community support for a TMA? Is
there an identified problem/issue common to the geographical
area?
Is there an identified anchor patron, major employer/organization, chamber of commerce, developer, etc. supporting the
formation of the TMA?
Will the TMA assist in the potential to meet the non-auto
mode split targets established for the area, reduce VMT,
reduce single-occupant vehicle trips, etc.?
TMA Development/Implementation
During the Exploratory stage of development, a Feasibility Study/
Needs Assessment will be conducted to determine the economic and
transportation barriers to businesses and to identify solutions,
common issues and interests, and appropriate levels of commitment
for private sector financial/in-kind investment in the TMA.
Products will include a business and financial plan to identify
the TMA's mission, responsibility, and near-term and long-term
funding needs.

The Formative stage will be characterized by implementation of
the business plan and financial plan, development of an implementation work plan, establishment of an appropriate dues
structure, member recruitment procedures, staffing requirements,
outreach, and preparation of legal documentation.
The Operational stage will focus on implementation of the work
plan, achievement of goals and objectives, and the provision of
new and expanded services to TMA members.
As identified previously, the most important determinants to a
successful TMA model are the proximity of businesses linked by
common interest in specific issues and the level of commitment to
their solution, rather than mere size and density. Emphasis
should be on "access" and "development of transportation
alternatives" as the key purposes for the TMA.
TMA Funding Strategy
Adoption of Resolution No. 98-2676 establishes the following
phased strategy for funding TMA proposals through the MTIP/STIP
development process.
Exploratory Stage - Up to $35,000 (Each)
During this stage, regional funding assistance will be in the
form of seed money to be used to conduct a feasibility/needs
assessment to: determine common issues of potential members;
identify proposed solutions; conduct business surveys of member
companies; conduct focus groups; and prepare final report and
recommendation concerning feasibility of TMA formation. A 10
percent local match (up to $3,000) from the sponsoring jurisdiction is required.
Implementation Model - Formative/Operations Stage
$225,000 over three years
Formative/Operations Stage - $75,000 per year for three years.
The Formative stage will include implementation of the business
plan and financial plan, development of an implementation work
plan, establishment of an appropriate dues structure, member
recruitment procedures, staffing requirements, outreach, and
preparation of legal documentation.
The Operational stage will focus on implementation of the work
plan, achievement of goals and objectives, and the provision of
new and expanded services to TMA members.

Regional Share
During the three-year implementation cycle, regional funds would
be ratcheted down according to the following proposed schedule:
Year 1 - 9 0

percent Regional funds equals $75,000 x .9 = $67,500

Year 2 - 2/3 Regional funds equals $75,000 x .67 = $50,250
Year 3 - 1/3 Regional funds equals $75,000 x .33 = $24,750
Total

$142,500

Commitment of Local Funds
During the three-year implementation cycle, the commitment of
local funds would be ratcheted up according to the following
proposed schedule:
Year 1 - 1 0

percent Local match equals $75,000 x .10 = $7,500

Year 2 - 1/3 Local match equals $75,000 x .33 = $24,750
Year 3 - 2/3 Local match equals $75,000 x .67 = $50,250
Total

$82,500

After year 3, the implementation model assumes an ongoing commitment of one-third to one-half ($25,000 - $35,000) of local public
funds to keep the TMA operating. Allocation of regional funds
would be dependent upon re-application for funding through the
MTIP/STIP process.
This suggested phasing of activities does not preclude a proposal
from skipping the exploratory stage and making application for
funding under the formative/operations stage. However, the
applicant must document the results of the exploratory stage
identifying the following: What did the feasibility study/needs
analysis show; what are the common issues; what are the proposed
solutions; what is the level of commitment from the business
surveys; who is the primary sponsor; and does the formation of a
TMA in this area have potential for reducing VMT and helping
implement the 2 04 0 Growth Concept?
Issues for the MTIP/STIP Process
Approval of the implementation strategy outlined in Exhibit A
provides for the following specific issues to be decided in the
MTIP/STIP approval process:

At an average cost of $35,000 each, how many proposals for
conducting feasibility/needs analysis should be approved?
Assuming the requirements under the Exploratory stage have
been satisfied, how many regionally funded three-year
implementation programs (formative/operations stage) @
$142,500 each should be approved?
As part of the MTIP/STIP solicitation process, local governments
will be asked to submit candidate TMAs. The TDM Subcommittee
will evaluate the candidate TMAs and forward a recommendation for
a MTIP/STIP TMA funding package for TPAC/JPACT/Metro Council
consideration. The package will include recommended pots of
money for both TMA feasibility {Exploratory) and implementation
(Formative/Operational) stages. The idea is that the pots of
money would be identified, and follow-up work through the TDM
Subcommittee would recommend funding for actual TMAs.
As mentioned, decisions on the TMAs' proposals to be funded would
be made through MTIP/STIP amendments. The amendment process is
recommended since substantial work remains to identify and test
potential TMAs for regional funding. Again, Tri-Met has agreed
to administer the program, including any FTA grants, once the
TMAs have been approved for funding.
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL
FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING
)
THE 1998-2001 METROPOLITAN
)
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT
)
PROGRAM TO ALLOCATE $40,000 TO)
THE TUALATIN TRANSPORTATION
)
MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION
)

RESOLUTION NO. 98-2689A
Introduced by
Councilor Washington, Chair
JPACT

WHEREAS, The region previously allocated flexible funds to a
DEQ pilot program to support creation and maintenance of Transportation Management Associations (TMAs); and
WHEREAS, The objective of the program was to determine
whether TMAs presented a viable means of achieving reduction of
single occupant vehicle (SOV) travel demand and improved
compliance with the DEQ Employee Commute Option (ECO) program;
and
WHEREAS, Evidence collected as part of this program demonstrates effectiveness of TMAs in achieving these objectives; and
WHEREAS, The Tualatin TMA was established with initial
funding by Tri-Met; and
WHEREAS, The additional Tri-Met funds are not forthcoming;
and
WHEREAS, JPACT approved a request for direct allocation of
the funds contingent on identifying the source of said funds; and
WHEREAS, A proposal is forthcoming to formalize a regional
TMA program as an adjunct function of the Regional TDM program
housed at Tri-Met; and
WHEREAS, Any such future requests for funds is expected to
be processed via such procedures as may be established by a
Regional TMA program Steering Committee; and

WHEREAS, The new federal TEA-21 funding authorization was
enacted after JPACT's approval of the funding; and
WHEREAS, The TEA-21 appropriation enables the allocation of
$40,000 in the FY 98 Metropolitan Transportation Improvement
Program (MTIP) to the Tualatin Transportation Management
Association, now, therefore,
BE IT RESOLVED:
1.

That the FY 98 MTIP is amended to allocate $40,000

(federal) to the Tualatin Transportation Management Association.
2.

That staff are authorized to resolve the administrative

issues of which program funds to use and the fiscal year in which
the funds will be programmed.
ADOPTED by the Metro Council this

day of

, 1998.

Jon Kvistad, Presiding Officer
Approved as to Form:

Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel
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STAFF REPORT
CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 98-2689A FOR THE PURPOSE OF
AMENDING THE 1998-2001 METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM TO ALLOCATE $40,000 TO THE TUALATIN
TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION
Date:

July 23, 1998

Presented by:

Andrew Cotugno

PROPOSED ACTION
Approval of this Resolution would amend the Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP) to allocate $40,000
(federal) to the Tualatin Transportation Management Association
in FY 99. This would decrease funds available in FY 99 to
eliminate the current approximate $4.5 million overprogramming
approved in the FY 98 TIP.
TPAC has reviewed this MTIP amendment and recommends approval of
Resolution No. 98-2689A.
BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS
Tri-Met and the Tualatin TMA have a three-year agreement for
funding and technical support services. Under the agreement,
Tri-Met is providing a total of $120,000 to the TMA. $60,000 was
disbursed in FY 1997-98; $40,000 has been disbursed for FY 199899; and $20,000 will be disbursed in FY 1999-2000.
Tualatin's request is for funding to 1) backfill the $20,000 gap
between our FY 1997-98 funding level and our FY 1998-99 funding;
and 2) provide an additional $20,000 for a vanpool subsidy
demonstration program. We had previously pursued several grant
opportunities to secure these funds but had not been successful.
Consequently, representatives of the TMA requested, and JPACT
approved, allocation of the $40,000 to the Tualatin TMA. JPACT
directed staff to identify a funding source and return for final
allocation approval.
In the interim, the federal six-year authorization bill (TEA-21)
was approved. Additionally, the FY 98 appropriation was approved
and provides sufficient funds to allocate $40,000 to the TMA.
The allocation will most likely represent a draw against FY 99
appropriated sums and the statewide obligation limit for that
year.
Some concern was expressed during the JPACT action approving
these funds that a regional policy was needed to address TMA
formation and funding. A resolution has been introduced dealing
with these issues. Assuming its approval, this sort of ad hoc
funding decision could be avoided in the future.

STAFF REPORT
CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 98-2686 FOR THE PURPOSE OF
APPROVING THE AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY DETERMINATION FOR THE
1995 REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN
Date:

July 31, 1998

Presented by:

Andrew Cotugno

PROPOSED ACTION
Approval of this resolution would adopt a re-determination of
conformity for the 1995 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The
prior determination lapsed in July, two years after state
adoption of the region's Air Quality Maintenance Plan amendments.
No federal transportation funds may be obligated until the new
determination is approved by federal authorities. The determination incorporates effects of extension of light rail to the
Portland International Airport and previous findings regarding
the air quality conformity of projects approved in the FY 19982001 Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program.
BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS
The Clean Air Act and its amendments and corresponding state
regulations developed by DEQ require Metro to perform qualitative
and quantitative analyses of both the MTIP and the RTP to demonstrate that projects approved for funding or which are anticipated as additions to the regional transportation system over a
20-year period will not adversely affect efforts detailed in the
State Implementation Plan (SIP) to maintain federal air quality
standards. This is a Conformity Determination. Normally, an
approved determination is valid for three years after federal
approval. Unless the region's determination is valid, neither
FHWA nor FTA may permit obligation of federal funds to regionally
significant (i.e., capacity expansion) projects.
The 1995 RTP was last conformed in December 1995 and would
normally be valid until December of this year. However, in July
1996, the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission approved
maintenance plan amendments to the SIP. This triggered a twoyear "clock." The validity of the region's determination lapsed
on July 12 of this year. The original schedule for completion of
the 1998 RTP called for its adoption by this time. However, the
schedule has now slipped to winter. All but one of the regionally significant projects scheduled to obligate funds this
fiscal year have already gone to bid, so the conformity lapse has
not impacted federal obligations in the region yet. However,
significant projects are scheduled for bid letting after September and these will be delayed unless a new determination is
approved.
Additionally, the Port of Portland is negotiating with private
parties to seek a non-federally funded extension of MAX light

rail to the Portland International Center and to the Airport.
Although no federal funds are being requested, the project
requires three federal permits which cannot be issued unless the
project is demonstrated to conform with the SIP.
The Airport MAX extension is identified in the 1995 RTP as an
element of the long-range regional transitway program (see RTP,
p. 4-11), contingent on identification of funding. The current
proposal addresses funding; a mix of private funds to be provided
by Bechtel, Tri-Met general funds and contributions by other
government agencies. The project now falls within the federal
definition of financially constrained, i.e., there exists a
reasonably anticipated revenue stream. As such, the project must
be part of the air quality conformity analysis of the fiscallyconstrained portion of the RTP. This analysis has been conducted. The project is consistent with the motor vehicle
emissions budgets Established in the SIP for ozone and carbon
monoxide, i.e., emissions of the regional system including
operation of the Airport light rail extension do not exceed the
budgets.
(There are, in fact, fewer emissions than would occur
without the project). The Conformity Determination is Exhibit A
of the Resolution.
Methodology Issues. Because the region anticipates adoption of a
new RTP in less than a year, efforts were made to reduce the
degree of staff time and expense associated with this effort. In
consultation with DEQ, EPA and FHWA, trip tables from two prior
analyses of regional travel demand were adapted to prepare this
determination, including those used for the maintenance plan
amendments that established the region's motor vehicle emissions
budgets, and tables used to analyze ridership potential of the
proposed light rail extension. The adaptation of these tables
introduced several insignificant methodological anomalies into
the analysis that would not arise if entirely new trip tables had
been prepared. These issues are discussed in detail at the
outset of the determination.
Relationship to the FY 98 MTIP. The SIP maintenance plan amendments introduced new regulatory and funding-based transportation
control measures that include biennial commitments to fund
transit service hour increases, and expansion of the regionally
significant bicycle and pedestrian systems. The FY 98 MTIP more
than satisfies these commitments. Additionally, all regionally
significant projects allocated funds in the MTIP are addressed in
the conformity determination. An analysis of the MTIP relationship to the maintenance plan requirements is included as Appendix
B of Exhibit A of the Resolution.
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL
FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPROVING
THE AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY
DETERMINATION FOR THE 1995
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN

)
)
)
)

RESOLUTION NO. 98-2 686
Introduced by
Councilor Washington, Chair
JPACT

WHEREAS, The Clean Air Act as amended and companion state
regulations require Metro to prepare a determination of conformity of the Portland area Regional Transportation Plan with
the State (Air Quality) Implementation Plan; and
WHEREAS, The current Conformity Determination lapsed in July
1998; and
WHEREAS, Federal authorities are prohibited from approving
obligation of federal transportation funds or issuing permits for
regionally significant transportation projects that do not derive
from a conforming RTP; and
WHEREAS, The Port of Portland is negotiating to secure a nonfederally funded extension of MAX light rail to the airport; and
WHEREAS, The project requires issuance of federal permits;
and
WHEREAS, The extension of light rail to the airport is
identified as an element of the region's long-range transitway
program; and
WHEREAS, The proposed funding for the project enables a
finding that construction within the 20-year horizon of the RTP
is financially feasible (e.g., the project is a part of the RTP
financially constrained network); and
WHEREAS, Metro has consulted with local, state and federal

officials regarding preparation of a new Conformity Determination; and
WHEREAS, Quantitative analysis shows that emissions resulting
from the 1995 RTP financially-constrained network, including
light rail to the airport, are consistent with motor vehicle
emissions budgets adopted in the State Implementation Plan; now,
therefore,
BE IT RESOLVED:
That the re-determination of conformity of the 1995 Regional
Transportation Plan with the State Implementation Plan, included
as Exhibit A, is approved.
ADOPTED by the Metro Council on this

day of

,

1998.

Jon Kvistad, Presiding Officer
Approved as to Form:

Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel
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EXHIBIT A

Re-Determination of Conformity
for the
Portland Metropolitan Area 1995 Regional Transportation Plan
and the
FY 1998 Through Post-2001 Transportation Improvement Program

I.

SUMMARY AND HIGHLIGHT OF MAJOR CHANGES IN THE SYSTEM AND METHODOLOGY USED IN
THIS DETERMINATION VERSUS THAT USED IN 1995.

Reason for Determination. This Conformity Determination is for the Portland Area FY 1998 through FY-2001
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and the 1995 (federal) Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), as amended.
It has been prepared because the current Determination lapses July 12,1998, two years after the Oregon
Environmental Quality Commission adopted maintenance plan revisions to the State Implementation Plan (SIP) for
ozone and carbon monoxide standards in the Portland-Vancouver AQMA. As provided in the State conformity rule
(OAR 340 Division 20), adoption of the maintenance plan provisions triggered a two-year "clock" for preparation of
a new conformity determination analysis of the Portland-area RTP and Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).
Except for this requirement, the current Determination would be valid until December 11,1998.
Metro had anticipated adoption of a major revision to the RTP in late spring of 1998. This date has slipped to
December, 1998. Unless a new determination is approved prior to July 12, the region will not be able to obligate
federal transportation funds except on exempt projects from the previously conforming RTP and TIP. To avoid this
sanction, the region proposes to re-conform the 1995 RTP which will serve as a basis to obligate federal
transportation funds for six months until adoption of the 1998 RTP in December, and subsequent demonstration of
conformity of the new RTP.
Amendment of the 1995 Determination Travel Network. No new regionally significant projects have been
approved for obligation of federal funds since adoption of the 1995 RTP. All federal funds allocated in the FY 1998
TIP were to projects whose scope and concept were previously analyzed in the 1995 Determination.
Correspondingly, the travel network used herein, to demonstrate RTP conformity with the SIP, is also unchanged at
this time.
The Port of Portland is, however, negotiating with private parties to construct an extension of the MAX light rail
system to the Portland International Airport (PDX). Although no federal funds will be used for this project, three
federal permits will be needed that cannot be issued until completion of all NEPA requirements, including
demonstration of project conformity with the SIP. The Port has therefore requested amendment of the RTP and the
modeled transportation network, to demonstrate conformity of the LRT extension. Metro has conceptually endorsed
this request. Formal amendment of the RTP will occur simultaneous with approval of this Determination.
Quantitative Results. The Determination's quantitative analysis shows that the 1995 Financially Constrained
RTP, as amended to include extension of LRT to the Airport produces fewer emissions than would occur without the
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project. Total regional emissions with the amended RTP network fall within the maintenance plan emissions
budgets established in 2003,2010 and 2015, which are also the analysis years of the Determination.
Quantitative Analysis Methodology. Analysis years of 2003,2010 and 2015 were selected in consultation with
DEQ staff. The first analysis year is within 10 years of the 1994 base year of Metro's regional travel demand
model and is also a budget year in the maintenance plan for both CO and Ozone precursor compounds. The 2010
analysis year is within 10 years of 2003, is also a double budget year and is the horizon year of the maintenance
plan. The 2015 analysis year is also a double budget year and was selected per the State Rule guidance that the
Determination's horizon year must be the last year of the RTP. The RTP forecasts transportation conditions for the
20-year period of 1995 through 2015 and is based on Metro's most current approved projection of population and
employment (i.e., the 2015 pop/em projections).
This Determination is only intended to bridge the six month period between lapse of the current RTP/TIP
Determination in July and adoption of the 1998 RTP Update in December. To conserve agency resources two sets
of trip tables developed for previous analytic efforts were used, with some modification, in this Determination. The
"borrowed" analyses include 1) the emission analyses used to support the Portland Area maintenance plan
amendments of the SIP, that were reviewed and approved by EPA, FHWA and FTA, and 2) travel forecasts used to
analyze 2015 ridership potential of the proposed Airport LRT.
Use of these prior modeling efforts means that the Determination's quantitative analysis deviates somewhat from
ideal modeling practice and from current planning assumptions in some cases. In the professional judgment of
Metro's modeling staff, these discrepancies are not significant. These issues are described below.
Use of Maintenance Plan Emission Calculations for 2003 and 2010 Conformity Analysis. The 2003 trip
table used in this determination is an interpolation of the tables used in the maintenance plan to develop 2001 and
2006 emissions and budgets, with one modification that is discussed below. The maintenance plan also prepared a
2010 trip table which is used in this determination to show conformity with the 2010 budgets, also with one
modification discussed below.
A fundamental variation from the maintenance plan quantitative methodology and that used in this Determination
concerns calculation of travel demand and trip assignment to and from PDX and the Portland International Center
(PIC). Since approval of the maintenance plan in 1996:
1.

Output of a more refined travel demand module has been integrated by Metro into the EMME/2 travel
model for calculation of Airport related trip activity. Airport activity is also now represented in two, rather
than one, transportation analysis zones.

2.

Refined analysis of PIC buildout and trip generation rates has occurred in conjunction with plans to
privately finance extension of light rail to the PIC and the Airport. For instance, the PIC is now represented
in 8 zones rather than 1 zone. The new trip rates are higher than those modeled in the maintenance plan.

3.

Light rail, after 2001, is a travel mode option to these locations that was not available during preparation
of the maintenance plan trip tables.
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For this Determination, Metro has "spliced" results of these quantitative refinements into the master trip tables
prepared for the maintenance plan. In brief, trip generation associated only with the Airport and PIC zones was
first recalculated. Then, a revised master trip table was prepared that reflected light rail as a mode choice option
available to accommodate the recalculated Airport/PIC-related travel demand. All other travel demand assumptions
used in the maintenance plan, which is to say, treatment of all trips throughout the 1250 zones that did not have an
end in one of the 10 Airport/PIC zones, remains identical to that reviewed and approved for the maintenance plan.
Scope of the 2003 and 2010 Travel Networks. There are two issues of some concern.
1.

The 2003 transportation network was unchanged from that assumed in the maintenance plan 2001 network,
i.e., an additional two years of economic development and consequent travel demand was assigned on the 2001
network. The 2001 network does not account for capacity improvements that would - arguably - be
operational by 2003. On the other hand, project start dates can easily slip by up to two years. It should be
noted that the maintenance plan 2001 network was derived from the 2005 network used in the 1995
Determination. Metro reviewed project start dates associated with each of the "2005 Action" network
projects and culled those with start dates of 2001 or earlier. The later projects were then aggregated to the
2006 and 2010 networks. This table is shown in Appendix A of this Determination.

2. The 2010 transportation network used in the maintenance plan was the 1995 RTP's financially constrained
2015 network (the maintenance plan horizon is 2010). The result is that 2010 travel demand is
accommodated on a more robust 2015 system. Start dates of fifteen regionally significant projects -- four
percent of the 364 projects itemized in the 2015 buildout network - are "advanced" in this manner:
i.

One four mile freeway lane plus an intermittent auxiliary lane (Hwy 217)

ii.

An additional auxiliary freeway lane of approximately 1 % miles (I-205)

iii. Six new arterial segments of three to five lanes; and
iv. Eight additions of two or three lanes of capacity to existing arterials.

The projects are marked with an "X" in Appendix A. Still, the 2010 analysis in this Determination is the same
used in the maintenance plan 2010 analysis reviewed and approved by EPA, FHWA andFTA (with the exception
that Airport/PIC travel demand is more refined, as discussed above).
2015 Analysis of Extension of LRT to PDX/PIC. As requested by the Port of Portland, Metro prepared trip
tables for 2015 to test ridership potential of the proposed extension of LRT to the Airport/Portland International
Center. The travel network assumed in the PDX LRT analysis was the 1995 Financially Constrained RTP 2015
network as amended to include Airport/PIC light rail service. The Determination uses the travel demand and
distribution from that exercise to calculate 2015 regional emissions pursuant to the maintenance plan methodology.
The Determination uses the trip table from this ridership exercise because the maintenance plan did not develop a
trip table to establish the 2015 motor vehicle emissions budgets.
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Newly Approved South/North I0S (Interim Operating System) Service Assumptions. The prior conformity
determination and the maintenance plan modeling made assumptions about the implementation schedule and
ridership potential of the South/North LRT project. These assumptions were derived from the unpublished
South/North Draft EIS then being developed. The Draft EIS has since been published and production of the Final EIS
is underway. A Locally Preferred Implementation Strategy was recently adopted by Metro Resolution which
identifies three Interim Operating Systems (I0S). The scope and concept of these systems differ in two key
respects from the South/North system modeled in the maintenance plan. The discrepancies concern mostly timing
of project phases rather than significant alignment or ridership assumptions.
1.

The 2003 travel demand modeled in this Determination interpolates trip tables prepared for 2001 and
2006 in the maintenance plan. The 2006 table assumed South/North LRT Phase 1 service (Clackamas
Town Center to Rose Quarter). The recently approved South/North I0S 1 includes most of the Phase 1
alignment and is assumed to be operational by 2004. However, I0S 1 will extend only to the Linwood Park
& Ride lot, some eight blocks short of the Phase 1 terminus at Clackamas Town Center assumed in the
maintenance plan modeling. I0S 2, expected to be operational in 2008, will implement the easterly
extension. In short, the 2003 analysis benefits because the interpolation back from 2006 reflects a
proportion of LRT ridership not expected until 2004 and with coverage eight blocks more extensive than is
currently anticipated.

2.

The 2010 maintenance plan network reflects startup of South/North Phase 2 by 2010. Phase 2 was
expected to extend LRT from the Rose Quarter to Clark County in a single project. The newly approved
I0S 2, operational in 2008, will extend the alignment from the Rose Quarter to the North Portland Kenton
neighborhood, half way to Clark County. Therefore, approximately a third of the service anticipated by
extending the LRT system to Clark County would be realized by 2008. I0S 3, operational in 2012, will
complete the balance of extension to Clark County, two years later than assumed in the maintenance plan
modeling.

Between the calculation of travel demand, mode choice and distribution used in the maintenance plan and this
Determination, there are:
D

discrepancies between modeled networks,

D

more precise - but different -- calculations of Airport/PIC travel demand and mode choice; and

D

discrepancies between recently adopted strategies and Determination and maintenance plan assumptions
regarding South/North LRT phasing and coverage.

These differences have been discussed above. In the professional judgment of Metro's modeling staff, none of
these factors contribute significantly to calculated regional emissions meeting the 20C3 and 2010 emission
budgets. The full South/North project has always been assumed to be operational by 2015 and this has not
changed. The 2015 regional emissions fall within the 2015 budget established in the maintenance plan.
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Key Qualitative Issues. The maintenance plan adopted a number of Transportation Control Measures (TCMs).
Some TCMs are regulatory, three are funding based. The 1995 RTP, as amended, and FY 98 TIP do not interfere
with their timely implementation. The 1995 RTP, as amended, and the FY 98 TIP do assure priority implementation
of the funding based TCMs. These issues are more thoroughly analyzed in Appendix B.
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[The following is primarily text derived from the 1995 Determination. Significant new textual additions are
indicated by underline]
II.

QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS
A. Background
Basis of Conformity Requirement. The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (the Act) required EPA to
promulgate a rule containing criteria and procedures for determining conformity of regional transportation plans
(RTP) and transportation improvement programs (TIP) with State Implementation Plans (SIP) for attainment
and maintenance of federal air quality standards. This rule was adopted by EPA on November 24,1993. The
rule required Oregon's Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) to submit a revision of Oregon's SIP detailing
new criteria and procedures for assuring conformity of transportation projects and plans with the SIP. DEQ
adopted these revisions as OAR 340-20-710 through 340-20-1080. Both the DEQ and EPA rules require that
qualitative and quantitative analyses support Metro's Conformity Determinations.

RTP/TIP Relationship. The region's current RTP was adopted in July 1995. It is the "umbrella document"
which integrates the various aspects of regional transportation planning into a consistent coordinated process.
It identifies the long-range (20-year) regional transportation improvement strategy and 10-year project priorities
established by Metro. It defines regional policies, goals, objectives and projects needed to maintain mobility and
economic and environmental health of the region through 2015. The Plan is "constrained" to federal, state,
local and private revenue sources that are considered "reasonably available" within the 20-year time frame of
the Plan. The Plan demonstrates dedication of adequate resources to preserve and maintain the system as well
as resources for expansion.
All projects are retained in the RTP until implemented or until a "no-build" decision is reached, thereby providing
a permanent record of proposed improvements. Projects may also be eliminated from the RTP in the course of
overall amendment or update of the document. The 1995 RTP was last conformed with the SIP in December,
1995.
It is from proposed improvements found to be consistent with the RTP that projects appearing in the TIP and
its three-year Approved Program are drawn. The TIP relates to the RTP as an implementing document,
identifying improvement projects consistent with the RTP that are authorized to spend federal and state funds
within a three-year time frame. Metro approves a fourth year of project funding that is recognized by federal
agencies for informational purposes only.
Projects are allocated funding in the TIP at Metro's initiative and at the request of local jurisdictions and state
and regional partners such as the Port of Portland, Tri-Met and ODOT. Metro must approve all project
additions to the TIP. Among other things, Metro must find that proposed capital improvements are consistent
with RTP policies, system element plans and identified criteria in order to be eligible for inclusion in the TIP for
funding.
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The State Rule also specifies that regionally significant local projects must be assessed for conformity with the
SIP consistent with the Clean Air Act requirement that no transportation project •• not simply federally funded
ones •• may interfere with achieving national air quality goals. Locally funded projects identified in the RTP
financially constrained network are included in the TIP for information purposes only at a level sufficient to
describe scope and concept for conformity purposes but not including financial detail. Therefore, the network
used to analyze transportation system effects on air quality in the Portland region includes projects
programmed in the TIP to receive federal and state funds and all other projects - regardless of funding sourcereasonably anticipated within the next 20 years.
The TIP was last assessed for conformity with the SIP in December 1995. The TIP was amended to allocate
federal and state funds expected in the region between FY 98 and 2001. All funds were allocated to projects
previously described in the 1995 Conformity Determination (see Appendix B). The State Conformity
Regulations specify that a qualitative analysis be prepared showing that both the Region's Plan and TIP address
four broad planning and technical requirements, including a fiscally constrained basis, reliance on the latest
planning assumptions, use of the latest emissions models and estimates and that both the RTP and TIP generally enhance or expedite implementation of transportation control measures (TCMs) identified in the SIP.
It must also be documented that preparation of these documents conformed with interagency consultation
procedures described in the Rule. The Qualitative Analysis portion of the Determination is provided, below.

C. Analysis
1.

Consistency with the Latest Planning Assumptions (OAR 340-20-810).
a.

Requirement: The State Rule requires that Conformity Determinations be based "on the most
recent planning assumptions" derived from Metro's approved "estimates of current and future
population, employment, travel and congestion."
Finding: The quantitative analysis (see Section E, below) employs a 1994 base year that reflects
Metro's official estimates of population and employment calibrated to 1990 Census data. Metro
has officially adopted a pop/em projection for 2015. The 2015 pop/em numbers are the
foundation for all analysis years used in this Determination.

Travel and congestion forecasts in the analysis years of 2003,2010 and 2015 are derived from
the pop/em data using Metro's regional travel demand model and the EMME/2 transportation
planning software. As discussed in the Summary section above, the quantitative analysis has
incorporated results of a refined Airport travel demand module, revised land use and trip
generation assumptions for the Portland International Center and inclusion of privately financed
extension of light rail to the Airport.
Within subroutines of the model, Metro calculates the bike/walk mode split for calculated travel
demand based on variables of trip distance, car per worker relationship, total employment within
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one mile, intersection density and a zone-based mixed use index of the ratio of total employment
to total population. Both the population and employment estimates and the methodology
employed by the EM ME/2 model have been the subject of extensive interagency consultation and
agreement (discussed further in Section C, below).
The resulting estimates of future year travel and congestion are then used with the outputs of the
EPA approved MOBILE 5a-h emissions model to determine regional emissions. In all respects, the
model outputs reflect input of the latest approved planning assumptions and estimates of
population, employment, travel and congestion.
b.

Requirement: The State Rule requires that changes in transit policies and ridership estimates
assumed in the previous conformity determination must be discussed.
Finding: The Summary section provides this discussion with respect to South/North startup
issues. South/North ridership assumptions have not changed between the current and prior
Determinations. Timing assumptions about South/North startup and completion have changed
because new analysis years are used and construction phasing has been refined.
Modelling conducted for FTA as part of the South/North Major Investment Study (MIS) projects
approximately 30,000 new riders in the corridor by 2015due to full project implementation (an
approximate one percent increase of total regional transit ridership). The MIS does not project
20JO ridership. As discussed in the Summary, the Maintenance Plan assumed full system
deployment by 2010, or two years before current estimates. Ridership is calibrated to 2010
population and employment as part of the regional travel demand and distribution calculations,
based on the service assumptions discussed below in item "c," below.
The transit policies which guide modeled implementation of the new South/North service are
consistent with previous Conformity modeling of the Westside and Hillsboro LRT service starts:
bus resources providing downtown radial service are replaced with LRT service and previous
short-haul service between former radial trunk routes is reconfigured to support new LRT stations
and surrounding neighborhoods. This represents continuation of existing transit policy and its
extension to the expanded LRT system.
Another new transit issue in this Determination is the planned extension of light rail to the Airport
discussed in the Summary. Project analysis indicates a potential for 8,180 daily boarding in
2015. This 2015 ridership factor is interpolated to derive 2010 and 2003 ridership assumptions
in the regional travel demand and distribution calculations.
Although Metro supports the project, a condition of the Region's acceptance is that the Airport
extension not interfere with execution of a South/North Full Funding Grant Agreement nor result
in disruption of current Eastside MAX operations.

c.

Requirement: The State Conformity Regulations require that reasonable assumptions be used
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regarding transit service and increases in fares and road and bridge tolls over time.
Finding: There are no road or bridge tolls in place in the metropolitan area and none are assumed
in either the TIP, the RTP, or consequently, in the conformity determination, over time. The
region is exploring feasibility of a Congestion Pricing Demonstration project. No decision to deploy
such a project has been made and the Determination does not model evaluation of such a program.

Auto operating costs are factored into the mode choice subroutines of the regional travel model.
These costs are held constant to 1985 dollars. Parking costs are assumed to increase one
percent above inflation in the Central Business and Lloyd Districts as a reflection of parking
control strategies; costs are held to inflation in all other districts. The three zone transit fare
structure adopted in 1992 is held constant through 2015. User costs (for both automobile and
transit) are assumed to keep pace with inflation and are calculated in 1985 dollars.
Service assumptions (i.e., transit vehicle headways) also affect trip assignment to transit.
South/North LRT service increase, and the distribution of supporting bus service, is discussed
above. An annual 1.5 percent "usual and customary" service hour increase is assumed for
regional bus service until startup of IPS 1 South/North LRT service. At 2004, this increment of
new bus service is slightly reallocated throughout the region and feeder service within the LRT
Corridor is reinforced. Thereafter, non-LRT service hours remain flat through 2015, and the
Convention Center to Clark County LRT service is added. This increase of transit service levels is
consistent with the RTP's constrained revenue assumptions. (Tri-Met has recently indicated an
expectation that the Tri-Met employer tax will permit system expansion of 1.5 percent through
2020. This revised revenue assumption will be dealt with in the upcoming RTP Update.)
d.

Requirement: The State Conformity Regulations require that the latest existing information be
used regarding the effectiveness of TCMs that have already been implemented.
Finding: As discussed in Appendix B, all funding based TCMs have been prioritized in the 1998
TIP and adequate resources are identified in the 1995 RTP Fiscal Constraint analysis to assure
ongoing implementation of these TCMs. Effectiveness of implemented and planned TCMs is
reflected in emission credits approved by DEQ for use in this Determination's calculation of daily
regional emissions. Credits were assumed for compact land form called for in the Region 2040
Growth Concept, expansion of the I/M Boundary; implementation of enhanced I/M; the region's
Voluntary Parking Ratio program and implementation of the Employee Commute Option (ECO)
program.

2.

Latest Emissions Model (OAR 340-20-820)
a.

Requirement: The State Conformity Regulations require that the conformity determination must
be based on the most current emission estimation model available.
Finding: As discussed in greater detail in item 5(d) of this Section and in Section III of this
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Determination, Metro employed EPA's recommended Mobile 5a-h emission estimation model in
preparation of this conformity determination. Additionally, Metro uses EPA's recommended
EMME/2 transportation planning software to estimate vehicle flows of individual roadway
segments. These model elements are fully consistent with the methodologies specified in OAR
340-20-1010.

3.

Consultation (OAR 340-20-830)
a.

Requirement: The State Conformity Regulations require the MPO to consult with the state air
quality agency, local transportation agencies, DOT and EPA regarding enumerated items. TPAC is
specifically identified as the standing consultative body. (OAR 340-20-760(2)(b).
Finding: Fifteen specific topics are identified in the Regulations which require consultation. TPAC
is identified as the Standing Committee for Interagency Consultation. TPAC, as allowed by the
Rule, has deferred administration of the consultation requirements to a subcommittee, specifically,
the TIP Subcommittee, augmented with Metro modeling staff. This committee has met on several
occasions since adoption of the Rule and has consulted as required on the enumerated topics. The
subcommittee recommendations are reflected within this Determination qualitative analysis which has been submitted for full TPAC review and approval •• and address the following
issues.
i.

Determination of which Minor Arterial and other transportation projects should be deemed
"regionally significant."

Metro models virtually all proposed enhancements of the regional transportation network
proposed in the TIP, the RTP and by local and state transportation agencies. This level of detail
far exceeds the minimum criteria specified in both the State Rule and the Metropolitan Planning
Regulations for determination of a regionally significant facility. This detail is provided to ensure
the greatest possible accuracy of the region's transportation system predictive capability. The
model captures improvements to all principal, major and minor arterial and most major collectors.
Left turn pocket and continuous protection projects are also represented. Professional judgement
is used to identify and exclude from the model those proposed intersection and signal
modifications, and other miscellaneous proposed system modifications, (including bicycle system
improvements) whose effects cannot be meaningfully represented in the model. The results of
this consultation were used to construct the analysis year networks identified in Appendix A of
this Determination
ii.

Determine which projects have undergone significant changes in design concept and scope
since the regional emissions analysis was performed.

The only significant scope change concerns the South/North LRT alignment. These issues were
addressed in the Summary section. All other travel links remain as modeled in the maintenance
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plan analysis. Introduction of Airport LRT represents an addition to the regional network and is
also discussed fully in the Summary.
Hi.

Analysis of projects otherwise exempt from regional analysis.

All projects capable of being modeled have been included in the Conformity Analysis quantitative
networks. ODOT will begin operation of a six month demonstration of HOV operation in the 1-5
North Corridor in the fall. This project was determined to be insignificant after consulation
between the Metro, ODOT, DEQ, FHWA and DEQ.
iv.

Advancement of TCMs.

All past and present TCMs have been implementedon schedule. There exist no obstacles to
implementation to overcome. See Appendix B with respect to TIP implementation of funding based
TCMs.
v.

PM w Issues.

The region is in attainment status for PM10 pollutants.
vi.

forecasting vehicle miles traveled and any amendments thereto.

The Summary section addressed changed forecast of PDX/PIC travel demand. All other VMT
estimates are consistent with those employed in the maintenance plan.
vii. determining whether projects not strictly "included" in the TIP have been included in the
regional emission analysis and that their design concept and scope remain unchanged.
The 1995 RTP Financially Constrained network includes all locally and privately funded projects
reasonably anticipated within the 2015 horizon year.
viii. project sponsor satisfaction of CO and PMW "hot-spot" analyses.
The MPO defers to ODOT staff expertise regarding project-level compliance with localized CO
conformity requirements and potential mitigation measures. There exist no known PM i n hot spot
locations of concern. The Airport LRT project is the subject of a NFPA assessment and
appropriate project level mitigation will be addressed in that process.
ix.

evaluation of events that will trigger new conformity determinations other than those
specifically enumerated in the rule.

The Port's request to amend the RTP to include extension of LRT to the Airport was submitted to
the Conformity subcommittee of TPAC for determination of its regional significance. The
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subcommittee recommended that the amendment requires a new conformity determination. At
the same time, the subcommittee reviewed ODOT's proposal for a six month demonstration of
p.m. peak period HOV operation on 1-5 between the Lombard and Delta Park interchanges. It was
determined, after further consultation with EPA that this project did not warrant preparation of a
new determination but that identification of the final scope and concept for revised 1-5 operation
upon conclusion of the demonstration project, if different from the existing condition, would
require a new determination.
x.

evaluation of emissions analysis for transportation activities which cross borders of MPOs
or nonattainment or maintenance areas or basins.

The Portland-Vancouver Interstate Maintenance Area (ozone) boundaries are geographically
isolated from all other MPO and nonattainment and maintenance areas and basins. Emissions
assumed to originate within the Portland-area (versus the Washington State) component of the
Maintenance Area are independently calculated by Metro. The Clark County Regional
Transportation Commission (RTC) is the designated MPO for the Washington State portion of the
Maintenance area. Metro and RTC coordinate in development of the population, employment and
VMT assumptions prepared by Metro for the entire Maintenance Area. RTC then performs an
independent Conformity Determination for projects originating in the Washington State portion of
the Maintenance Area.
Conformity of projects occurring outside the Metro boundary but within the Portland-area portion
of the Interstate Maintenance Area were assessed by Metro under terms of a Memorandum of
Understanding between Metro and all potentially affected state and local agencies. The Region 1
STIP has not included any funding for new modernization projects since adoption of the prior
Determination and no projects affecting state facilities nor any local projects in the area's subject
to the MOU were declared to the MPO for this determination.
xi.

disclosure to the MPO of regionally significant projects, or changes to design scope and
concept of such projects that are not FHWA/FTA projects.

No amendment of the Financially Constrained network, except for the extension of LRT to the
Airport has been declared to the MPO. ODOT Headquarters environmental staff consult with the
MPO regarding potentially significant modification of scope and concept of approved projects
moving through the design pipeline.
xii.

the design schedule, and funding of research and data collection efforts and regional
transportation model development by the MPO.

This consultation occurs in the course of MPO development and adoption of the Unified Planning
Work Program.
xiii. development of the TIP.
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TIP development is routinely undertaken and approved by TPAC which includes membership by all
consultative bodies identified in the Rule.
xhi. development of RTPs.
RTP development is routinely undertaken and approved by TPAC.
xv.

establishing appropriate public participation opportunities for project level conformity
determinations.

The subcommittee has not yet discussed this issue either with respect to current practices, or
desirable alternatives, if any. However, Metro and DEQ staff have discussed the issue. In line
with other project-level aspects of conformity determinations, it would appear most appropriate
that project management staff of the state and local operating agencies be responsible for any
public involvement activities that may be deemed necessary in making project-level conformity
determinations.

4.

Timely Implementation of TCMs (OAR 340-20-840).
a.

Requirement: The State Conformity Regulations require MPO assurance that "the transportation
plan, [and] TIP... must provide for the timely implementation of TCMs from the applicable
implementation plan."
Finding: See Appendix B.

5.

Other Qualitative Conformity Determinations and Major Assumptions
a.

Findings: The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is prepared by Metro. SIP provisions are
integrated into the RTP as described below, and by extension into subsequent TIPs which
implement the RTP.
The scope of the RTP requires that it possess a guiding vision which recognizes the interrelationship among (a) encouraging and facilitating economic growth through improved
accessibility to services and markets; (b) ensuring that the allocation of increasingly limited fiscal
resources is driven by both land use and transportation benefits; and (c) protecting the region's
natural environment in all aspects of transportation planning process. As such, the RTP sets forth
three major goals:
No. 1 - Provide adequate levels of accessibility within the region;
No. 2 - Provide accessibility at a reasonable cost; and
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No. 3 - Provide adequate accessibility with minimal environmental impact and energy
consumption.
Three objectives of Goal No. 3 directly support achievement of National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS):
1.

To ensure consideration of applicable environmental impact analyses and practicable
mitigation measures in the federal RTP decision-making process.

2.

To minimize, as much as practical, the region's transportation-related energy
consumption through improved auto efficiencies resulting from aggressive
implementation of Transportation System Management (TSM) measures (including
freeway ramp metering, incident response and arterial signal optimization programs)
and increased use of transit, carpools, vanpools, bicycles, walking and TDM
[Transportation Demand Management] programs such as telecommuting and flexible
working hours.

3.

To maintain the region's air quality.

Performance Criteria: Emissions of hydrocarbon and oxides of nitrogen by transportation-related
sources, in combination with stationary and area source emissions, may not result in the federal
eight hour ozone standard of .08 ppm being exceeded. Emissions of Carbon Monoxide from
transportation-related sources may not, in combination with other sources, contribute to violation
of the federal standard of 9 ppm. The three-year Approved Program Element of the region's
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) should be consistent with the SIP for air quality.
These objectives are achieved through a variety of measures affecting transportation system
design and operation. The plan sets forth objectives and performance criteria for the highway and
transit systems and for transportation demand management (TDM).
The highway system is functionally classified to ensure a consistent/ integrated, regional highway
system of principal routes, arterial and collectors. Acceptable level-of-service standards are set
for maintaining an efficient flow of traffic. The RTP also identifies regional bicycle and pedestrian
systems for accommodation and encouragement of non-vehicular travel. System performance is
emphasized in the RTP and priority is established for implementation of transportation system
management (TSM) measures.
The transit system is similarly designed in a hierarchical form of regional transitways, radial trunk
routes and feeder bus lines. Standards for service accessibility and system performance are set.
Park-and-ride lots are emphasized to increase transit use in suburban areas. The RTP also sets
forth an aggressive demand management program to reduce the number of automobile and person
trips being made during peak travel periods and to help achieve the region's goals of reducing air
pollution and conserving energy.
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In conclusion, review by Metro and the Oregon Department of Transportation of the 1995 Interim
Federal RTP and the ozone and carbon monoxide portions of the SIP, has determined that the RTP
is in conformance with the SIP in its support for achieving the NAAQS. Moreover, the RTP
provides adequate statements of guiding policies and goals with which to determine whether
projects not specifically included in the RTP at this time may be found consistent with the RTP in
the future. Conformity of such projects with the SIP would require interagency consultation.
b.

Findings: As described in the Summary, this Determination relies heavily on validity of the
maintenance plan's quantitative analysis of regional emissions. Minor modifications were made to
the analysis to account for Airport LRT, improved travel demand modeling associated with airport
travel and refinement of land use and travel demand assumptions associated with buildout of the
Portland International Center.

c.

Findings: As described in the Summary, this Determination also relies on the prior travel demand
modeling performed for analysis of 2015 Airport LRT ridership potential.

d.

Findings: It is assumed that this Determination will only provide a bridge to the RTP update
expected in December, 1998. A complete quantitative analysis will be conducted specifically
based on the revised RTP network at that time.

e.

Findings: The 2003 analysis year assumes the 2005 network shown in Appendix A. Some of
these projects might not in fact be in operation by 2003. This is not considered a significant
issue.

f.

Findings: The maintenance plan assumed the 2015 network for its 2010 horizon year analysis.
As described in the Summary, some 15 projects are not expected to be in operation until after
2010. This is not considered a significant issue.
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III. QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS
A. Background
Under OAR 340-20-890, a finding of TIP and RTP conformity requires that a quantitative analysis be
conducted. This must demonstrate that emissions resulting from the entire transportation system,
including all regionally significant projects expected within the time frame of the plan and TIP, must fall
within budgets established in the maintenance plan for criteria pollutants. In the Portland-Vancouver
AQMA these include ozone precursors (VOC and NOx) and carbon monoxide (CO). A specified methodology
must be used to calculate travel demand, distribution and consequent emissions (OAR 340-20-1010). The
Portland metropolitan area has the capability to perform such a quantitative analysis.

B. Analysis
1.

Determine Analysis Years.
a.

Requirement: The State Conformity Regulations} require the first analysis year to be no later than
10 years from the base year used to validate the transportation demand planning mode 1(340-20770), that subsequent analysis yeas be no greater than 10 years apart and that the last year of
the RTP must be an analysis year (340-20-890).
Finding: Pursuant to OAR 340-20-770 and -890 and after consultation with DEQ and the federal
EPA, Metro has adopted 2003,2010 and 2015, as analysis years, as described in the Summary.
The year 2003 is within 10 years of the 1994 base year of the model. It is also a double budget
year (ozone and carbon monoxide). The year 2010 is within 10 years of the first analysis year
and is also a double budget year and the final year of the maintenance plan. The year 2015 is the
RTP horizon year and budgets were established for this year in the maintenance plan in order to
accommodate the 20 year horizon of the plan.

2.

Demonstrate TIP Adherence to Motor Vehicle Emissions Budget.
a.

Requirement: OAR 340-20-900 require that the TIP must meet four tests to demonstrate that it
is consistent with maintenance plan emissions budgets.
i.

each program year of the TIP is consistent with reasonably anticipated revenue.

Finding: The FY 98 MTIP is consistent with expected federal revenue through FY 2000.
Projected revenue programmed in the FY 98 TIP is below the TEA 21 authorizations and expected
appropriations. The higher authorization/appropriations will allow the Region to 'pull forward"
the approximate $5 million of over-programming committed in the fourth year of the TIP that is
not recognized by federal DOT.
ii)

the TIP is consistent with the RTPfso that plan analysis shall also cover TIP emissions).
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Finding:
ii-a) The travel network used in the emissions analysis(see Appendix A) comprises both the TIP
and RTP networks, as well as both significant and insignificant local and/or privately
financed projects expected in the time-frame of the plan. The network table is
comprehensive; regionally significant TIP projects are captured in the travel network used
to analyze RTP emissions.
ii-b) Appendix A identifies the year in which operation of the TIP funded projects is expected.
This demonstrates that the TIP contains the projects which must be started to achieve the
system envisioned in the RTP in relation to analysis years of the Determination.
ii-c) The scope and concept of the TIP projects is consistent with that assumed in the RTP.
b.

Requirement: Emissions from the Airport LRTmust be consistent with the motor vehicle emissions
budget(OAR340-20-910).
Finding: As described in the Summary, effects of extending light rail to the Airport are fully
integrated into this Determination quantitative analysis pursuant to requirements of this rule.
Note: Numerous projects in all analysis years are incapable of representation within the EMME/2
model. The vast majority of these projects are bicycle and pedestrian projects/programs and other
TSM activities. (This class of projects is identified in Appendix A with "no" entered in the "Can
Be Modeled" column.) Virtually all of these projects would be expected to decrease emissions as
they support non-auto and/or non-SOV travel modes, or otherwise marginally enhance the
efficiency of the highway network, reducing emissions of CO and Ozone precursor compounds).
Historically, the region has not taken credit for benefits theoretically attributable to this class of
projects. This has been mostly because the region's past quantitative analyses have not needed
emission reductions in excess of those provided by projects capable of representation within the
model. Given the lack of need, and because the ad hoc methodologies for calculating such offmodel benefits are very labor intensive, are in most cases not well established and/or accepted
and thus are subject to controversy when employed to demonstrate reductions of automotive
emissions, Metro has chosen not to seek emission reduction credit for these types of projects.
However, in future years, as nation-wide monitoring of CMAQ projects provides more reliable data
about benefits of such projects, or should this year's analysis require supplemental emission
reductions, the region may take credit for these activities.

3.

Perform the Emissions Impact Analysis.

Finding: Calculations were prepared, pursuant to the methods specified at OAR 340-20-1010, of CO and
Ozone precursor pollutant emissions assuming travel in each analysis year on networks that have been
previously described. A technical summary of the regional travel demand model, the EMME/2 planning
software and the Mobile 5a methodologies is available from Metro upon request. The methodologies were
reviewed by the consultation subcommittee and by TPAC.
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4.

Determine Conformity.
a.

Requirement: Emissions in each analysis year must be consistent with (i.e., must not exceed} the
budgets established in the maintenance plan for the appropriate criteria pollutants (OAR 340-20890).
Finding: Emissions in each analysis year resulting from projects identified in the FY 98 TIP and the
1995 RTP, including those attributable to Airport LRT, fall within the motor vehicle emissions
budgets established for those years in the maintenance plan. Table 1 provides a summary of
these emissions and shows that both the TIP and RTP, conform with the SIP.

TABLE 1
Emissions Summary (kg/day)

1995 RTP EMISSIONS COMPARED TO CO AND OZONE BUDGETS
Lbs/day

Budget

2003

RTP
Difference
Budget

2010

RTP
Difference
Budget

2015

RTP
Difference

Winter CO

Summer HC

Summer NOx

825,000

88,000

104,000

823,600

87,900

103,840

•1,400

-100

-160

772,000

80,000

104,000

769,260

79,820

103,640

•2,740

-180

-360

801,000

80,000

110,000

796,060

79,680

109,360

-4,940

'1995 financially constrained network including PDX LRT.
h:\..Uerry\98tip\conformi1y\95 RTP Reconformity
July 17 1998
TW:tw
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-320

-640

APPENDIX A: NETWORK FOR 195 TP CONFORMITY RE-DETERMINATION
RTP
SPONSOR

In

NO.

PROJECT NAME

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Model

EXISTING LANES

No.

Capacity

Clack Co

0

Reg. Facilities Preservation

throughout Clack. Co

no

Clack Co

1

Beavercreek Road

BeavercreekfMolalla Intrsect'n

yes

0/3

Clack Co

2 Highway 212

SPRR to 135th frontage

no

Clack Co

3

I-205 Frontage Road

Sunnyside to 92nd east of I-205

nft
0

0

Clack Co

4
5
8

Monterey overpass

Over I-205 to frontege road

Johnson Creek Boulevard

Johnson Creek/Linwood Intrsect'n

0
2
0

0
900
0

Clack Co
Clack Co

Sunnybrook extension

7 RoadRehabProgram
8 SignalRehabProgram

Clack Co

93rd (I-205) to Sunnyside@108th

yes
yes
yes
yes

County-wide

no

nft

County-wide

nft
2
2

2

9
10
11

92nd Avenue

Idleman to Multnomeh Co. line

122nd Avenue

Sunnyside to Hubbard

Stafford Road

Stafford/Borland Road Intrsect'n

Johnson Creek Blvd

45th to 82nd Avenue

Sunnyside Road

122nd to 152nd

Sunnyside Road

108th to 122nd

Clack Co

12
14
14
39

no
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes

122nd/129th Avenue

Sunnyside to King Road

yes

Clack Co

Clack Co
Clack Co
Clack Co
Clack Co
Clack Co
Clack Co
Clack Co

2
2
3
3

0/900

PROPOSED LANES

Start

No.

Data

3/5

Capacity

900/1800

700
700
1000

900
900
900
700

3(5
5
3
5

900/1800

1998

RTP

1800

1998

1000

1996

1800

1998

RTP
TIP
TIP
RTP

n/a

ongoing

n/a

ongoing

3
3
4

2000

900

2000
2000

1000

2000

1800

2005

1800

2000

3

900

2005

TIP
RTP

n/a

2000

RTP

nfa

2005

RTP
RTP

1898

no

Clack. Reg. Park to Mather Road
Hwy 212/224 to Jennifer St.

no
no

Clack Co

58

SE Johson Creek Blvd

SE 36th to 45th

no

Clack Co

59

Kruse Way Intrsect'n Imp.

Westleke

yes

Clack Co

61

Boones Ferry Sig. Intercnct

I-5 to Country Club

Clack Co

62

Hwy 43 Signal Interconnect

TerwilIiger to McVey

Clack Co

64
83

McVey Intrsect'n Imp

South Shore

yes

Hwy 43 Intrsect'n

Terwilliger Intrsect'n • 50%

yes

2

Hwy 4 3 Intrsect*n

A' Avenue Intrsect'n-50%

no

nft

ODOTfClack

84
85

Hwy 43 Intrsect'n

McVeyfGreen St Intrsect'n • 50%

86

Hwy 43 Realignment

West 'A' Street Realign-50%

yes
yes

NBfSB

ODOTfClack
ODOT/Clack
ODOTfClack

87 Hwy 43

Willamette Falls Drive-50%

BO

88 Hwy 43
88 Hwy 43

Failing Street - 50%

yes

ODOT/Clack

Pimilico Street-50%

no

ODOTfClack

90

Hwy 43 Signal Imp.

Jolie Point Traffic Signal • 50%

Boones Ferry Road

Jean to Medrona

yes
yes

Evelyn Overpass

82nd to Evelyn/Jennifer St

yes

0

900

King RdfLinwood Ave

add turn lanes, reduce from 4 to 3

yes

1400

1200

Sunnyside Rd./132nd Ave

signelize, add turn lanes

1100

Stevens to I-205 NB ramp

yes
yes

900

Sunnyside Rd

2400

2400

Clack Co
Clack Co
Clack Co
Clack Co

*
*
*

RTP
RTP
TIP

1200

King Road to County Line

*
*

TIP
RTP

3
5
5

53 CTC Connector
55 82nd Drive Bikeway

Clack Co

RTP

900

50 LinwoodAve.Bike Lanes

nft
n/a

TIP

RTP

nfa

Clack Co
Clack Co

ODOTfClack
DOOT/Clack

1996

Funds

nfa
1800

2005

RTP
RTP

yes

+ 50

2000

RTP

yes

+ 50

2000

RTP

1200/2000

2005

RTP

1300

2000

RTP

2000

RTP

2000

RTP

1600

1000/1800
1200

3

n?«
1200/1800

nfa

NB/SB

1300/1850

n/a
+ 50

n/a

nfa
1200

1250

1400/1800

1800

Projects w/ TIP funds not listed in future RTP network **Part of larger program ***Not in RTP - insignificant to reg. sys.

2000

RTP

2000
2000

RTP
RTP

2000

RTP

1995

TIP
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In

EXISTING LANES

PROPOSED LANES

Start

Modal

No.

No.

Data

Gladstone Intrchg - Evelyn/Jennifer
Evelyn/Jennifer to Hwy 212

yes

2

900

3

1200

1995

yes

1200

2000

yes
yes

900
.

3

Split diamond Intrchng
add turn lane to Webster Street

2
2

900

3

1100

RTP
SPONSOR

NO.

Clack Co

*
*

Clack Co
Clack Co
Clack Co

«
*

PROJECT NAME
82nd Drive
82nd Drive
l-205/Sunnybrook
Webster/Theiseen

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Capacity

* Projects w/ TIP funds not listed in future RTP network **Part of larger program ***Not in RTP - insignificant to reg. sys.

Capacity

Funds
TIP
TIP

1998

TIP

1995

RTP
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In

RTP
SPONSOR

PROJECT NAME

MO.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Model

EXISTING LANES

PROPOSED LANES

Start

No.

No.

Data

Capacity

Capacity

Funds

Mult Co
Mult Co

0 Reg.FacilitiesPreservation
1 NE Habey St

Throughout Mult.Co

no

207th Ave to 223rd Ave

yes

2

900

3/5

1100/1800

1995

RTP

Mult Co

2 Stark St
3 207thAveConnector

257th Ave. to Troutdale Rd

yes

2

900

5

1800

1995

RTP

Halsey St to Glisan St/223rd Ave

yes
yes

0

0

5

1800

1996

TIP

2
3
n/a

900
900

5
5

1800
1800

1996

RTP

1996

2
3
n/a

700
1000

750
1800

1997

RTP
RTP
RTP
RTP

0

yes

0
n/a
0

n/a
n/a
2
5
n/a
2

I-84 EBrampto Habey Street
San Rafael Street

yes

2

Habey Street: add turn lanes
Glisan Street: addturnlanes

yes

yes

Mult Co
Mult Co
Mult Co
Mult Co
Mult Co
Mult Co
Mult Co
Mult Co
Gresham
Gresham
Mult Co
Mult Co
Mult Co

4
6
7
8
11

NE Halsey St
223rd Ave
Road Rehab Program
SignalRehabProgram
Jenne Rd
Cherry Park Rd
Division Street
Civic N'hd Central Collector
CivicN'hdStation Plaza
181st/l-84 Intrchng Imprvmnts

13
32
38
39
47
48 181st Widening
52 181stlntrsect'nImprvmnt
53 181st Intrsect'n Imprvmnt
54 181st Intrsect'n Imprvmnt
55 1B1st Intrsect'n Imprvmnt

Mult Co
Mult Co
Mult Co
Mult Co

190th Aveto 207th Ave
Glisan St to Habey St
County-wide
County-wide
2050' N of Foster/800' S of Powell
242nd Dr. to 257th Ave
198th Avenue toWallulaAvenue
Burnside to Division
ByGreshCityHallLRT Station
Improve ramps

yes
no
no
yes
yes

no
yes

no

ft/a

n/a
0
1800

1
3

1200
2400

no

add 100 capacity
add 200 capacity

yes

Mult Co

57 182nd Intrsect'n Imprvmnt

Burnside Street: trn Ins/sig upgrade
Stark Street: add tum lanes
Division Street: add tum lanes

yes

add 100 capacity

Mult Co
Mult Co

58 185th Intrsect'n Imprvmnt

Sandy Boulevard:realign/RR OXing

yes

add 100 capacity

59 202ndfBirdsdale Intrsect'n Imp
60 223rd/Fairview Intrsect'n Imp

Powell Boulevard: add left tum lanes

yes

add 100 capacity

Glban Street: add tum lanes

yes

add 300 capacity

61 Regner Road Intrsect'n Imp

Roberts Avenue: add tum lanes

yes

add 100 capacity

Mult Co

62 Burnside Street Intrsect'n Imp

Division Street: add right tum lanes

yes

add 100 capacity

Mult Co
Mult Co

63 242nd/Hogan Intrsect'n Imp

Stark Street: add turn lanes
Palmquist Road: signal interconnect

yes

add 100 capacity

yes

Mult Co
Mult Co
Mult Co

65 257th Ave/Kane Intrsect'n Imp
66 257th Ave/Kane Intrsect'n Imp
67 262nd Ave/Barnes Intrsect'n Imp

Stark Street: add tum lanes

yes

add 50 capacity
add 100 capacity

Powell Valley Rd: signal intercon'ct
Orient Drive

yes

add 50 capacity

68 Halsey St Intrsect'n Imprvmnt
Traffic signal optimization

238th Ave: tm Ins on all approaches
181st: I-84 to Glban

56 181st Intrsect'n Imprvmnt

Mult Co
Mult Co

Mult Co
Mult Co
Mult Co
Mult Co
Mult Co
Mult Co

64 242ndlHogan Intrsect'n Imp

**
**
**
**
##

Traffic signal optimization
Traffic signal optimization
Traffic signal optimization
Traffic signal optimization

RTP
RTP
RTP

500

yes

add 150 capacity
add 100 capacity

yes
yes

900/1400

1200/1600

1997

yes

add 50 capacity

Bumside: Eestman PkwyfPowell
Division: 60th to 174th

yes

add 50 capacity

yes
yes

add 50 capacity
add 50 capacity

RTP

Sandy: Bumside to 82nd
Powell: 11th to 98th

yes

add 50 capacity

RTP

Projects w/ TIP funds not listed in future RTP network **Part of larger program ***Not in RTP - insignificant to reg. sys.
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r dye *t

APPENDIX A: NETWORK FOR 19S

TP CONFORMITY RE-DETERMINATION

RTP
SPONSOR

NO.

MuhCo

**

Mult Co
MuhCo
MuhCo
Gresham
Mult Co

PROJECT NAME

2

ODOT/Mult
MuhCo

In

#••
#**
***
*##
#*#
*»*
***

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Modal

EXISTING LANES

No.

Capacity

PROPOSED LANES

Start

No.

Date

Capacity

Traffic signal optimization

Division: 182nd to 257th

yes

add 50 capacity

US 26

PalmquistlOrient Intrsect'n realign

yes

no cap change

Orient Drive & 282nd

turn lanes on approaches

yes

2

700

257th/lst (Bull Run) Intrsect'n

Ift turn lanes on 3 approaches

yes

2

700

Cherry Park Road

242nd to 257th

yes

Columbia Hwy

Halsey to east of Kibling

yes

900
700

1st (Bull Run)

Bumside to 257th

yes

Halsey/223rd Intrsect'n

left turn lanes on approaches

yes

2
2
2
2
2

Funds

RTP
900

1995

RTP
TIP

3

900

1996

CIP

3

1000

1995

CIP

3

900

1995

CIP

700

3

900

1996

CIP

900

3

1000

1995

CIP

700

3

800

1997

3

1997

Orient/Kane (257th) Intrsect'n

add SB left turn lane on Kane

yes

MuftCo

1

SeHwood Bridge

SeHwood to Highway 43

no

RTP

MuhCa

Mult Co Bridget • Seismic

Central City

no

Mutt Co Bridges • Preservation

Central City

i>o

MuhCo

2
3
5

RTP
RTP
RTP

Mult Co

4

Willamette River Bridges Accessibility Projects • see itemized

MuhCo

MuhCo

no

Hawthorns Bridge Sidewaks & Phase I Overruns

MuhCo

St. John's Bridge .

SyracuselPhiladelphia Intrsect'n

no

MuhCs

St. John's Bridge

St Helens/Bridge Ave Intrsect'n

MuhCo

Broadway Bridge

BrdwayfFlintlWheeler Intrsect'n

no
no

Mult Co

Broadway Bridge

Lift Span Sidewaks

MuhCo

Broadway Bridge

Pad Xing at Lovejoy/Broadway

no
no

MuhCo

Broadway Bridge

Broadway Viaduct Bikelanes

yes

Mult Co

Broadway Bridge

Broadway/Hoyt Intrsect'n

no

Mult Co

Broadway Bridge

10th Avenue Viaduct Bikelanes

Mult Co

Broadway Bridge

Ped Xing at LovejoyfiOth Ave

MuhCo

Broadway Bridge

Lovejoy Viaduct Bikelanes

Mult Co

Bumside Bridge

Bikelanes from MLK to 6th Ave

yes
no
yes
yes

Mult Co

Bumside Bridge

Bumside/MLK intrsect'n

no

MuhCo

Bumside Bridge

WBBkelaneWestofMLK

MuhCo

Bumside Bridge

EB Bkelane East of 2nd Avenue

MuhCo

Bumside Bridge

Burnside[2nd Avenue Intrsect'n

no
no
no

Mult Co

Morrison Bridge

Water Avenue/Yamhill Intrsect'n

no

Mult Co

Morrison Bridge

Front Avenue Ramp Sidewalk

no

Mult Co

Morrison Bridge

2nd Avenue Crosswalks

no

Mult Co

Hawthorne Bridge

Hawthorne Viaduct

yes

Mult Co

Hawthorne Bridge

Clay Ramp Sidewak

no

Mult Co

Hawthorne Bridge

Westside Improvements

Mult Co

Hawthorne Bridge

Madison Viaduct Sidewalk

Mult Co

Ross Island Bridge

Kelly Ramp Modification

Mult Co

Ross Island Bridge

Ped. Xing at Front Ave Ramp

Mult Co

SeHwood Bridge

Greenway Trail Crossing

Vult Co

Light Rail Extension to POX

Gateway TCISandy/PIC/PDX

yes
no
no
no
no
no

2

1400

1

700

1995

2

1400

1

700

1995

2
213

1400

1

700

1995

210012700

1/2

1400/1800

1995

1400

1995

3

2100

1

Projects w/ TIP funds not listed in future RTP network **Part of larger program ***Not in RTP - insignificant to reg. sys.

2

0

1998

CIP

RTP
RTP
RTP
RTP
RTP
RTP
RTP
RTP

RTP
RTP
RTP
RTP
RTP
RTP
RTP
RTP
RTP
RTP
RTP
RTP
RTP
RTP
RTP
RTP
RTP

RTP

APPENDIX A: NETWORK FOR 19£

TP CONFORMITY RE-DETERMINATION

RTP
SPONSOR

ODOT

In

NO.

PROJECT NAME

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

EXISTING LANES

No.

Modal

e Preserve ExtstmgReg. FidKtias

Reg, Facilities Thruout Region

no
yes

2 US 26 (realign/remove near Orient)

Palmquist/Orient Intrsect'n

ODOT

4 I-5 Ramp Metering

Metro area

yes

ODOT

7 1-5 Intrchng Recon.

Wibonville Intrchng (Unit 2)

yes

ODOT

8 1-5 Exit Imprvmnt

Northbound 1-205 exit

yes

K1W)

9 1-5 Ramp Reconstruction

varies

ODOTfMult

Start

No.

Date

Capacity

1997 as per Mult. Co

At Hwy 217 (Unit 2)

yes

18 1-5 Widening & Recon.

Greeley to N. Banfield

yes

ODOT

21 1-84 Ramp Metering

East Portland

yes

ODOT

28 1-84 Widening

Troutdale intchg-Jordan intchg

yes

ODOT

29 1-205 Ramp Metering

East Portland

yes

ODOT

37 1-205 / H w y 224

Clackamas (Sunrise) Intrchng

yes

ODOT

38 1-205 Auxiliary Lanes

Powell to Foster

yes

ODOT

40 liiterstate-205

1-205 Trail (several crossings)

no

ODOT

41 1-405 Ramp Metering

Central City

ODOT

43 Sunset Ramp Metering

Jefferson to Cornelius Pass Rd

yes

ODOT

47 Sunset Interconnect

Cornell to Bethany

yes

ODOT

48 Sunset Widening/Ramps

Murray Road to Hwy 217

yes

2

ODOT

49 Sunset Widening/Recon.

Highway 217 to Camelot

yes

ODOT

50 Sunset Reconstruction

Camelot to Sylvan (Phase 3)

ODOT

58 US 30 Bypass Realign

ODOT

OOOT
ODOT

2000

n/a
3

RTP
TIP

3700

2005

RTP

varies

+ 1000

2005

TIP

varies

2005

n/a
6600

RTP

2005

2I1W)

+ 1000

2 + aux

n/a

2005

2005

varies

2(1W)

Funds

1800/2200

900

ODOT

ODOT

Capacity

PROPOSED LANES

n/a

3 + aux

2005

RTP

2005

RTP

2005

RTP

2005

RTP
RTP

7600
2005

RTP

2005
2005

RTP

+ 50

2005

RTP

4500/4400

3(1W)

600017000

2005

TIP

2(EB)

4100

3(EB)

8600

2005

TIP

yes

EB/WB

6600/6000

NE 60th Avenue realignment

yes

0

2005

RTP

59 US 30 Bypass Widening

Killingsworth at Columbia

yes

65 Canyon Road Bicycle Imp.

110th to Canyon Dr.

no

69 TV Hwy Interconnect

209th to Brookwood

yes

71 TV Highway

209th/219th

yes

72 BHHwyBfce/Pedlmp.

65th to Hwy 217

no

ODOT/Wash

77 BH Highway

Scholls Ferry/Oleson

yes

ODOT/Wash

78 Farmington Road Widening

209th Aveto 172nd Ave

yes

ODOT/Clack

82 Hwy 43 Interconnect

Cedar Oak to Hidden Spring

yes

ODOT/Clack

83 Hwy 43 Intrsect'n

Terwilliger Intrsect'n

yes

ODOT/Clack

84 Hwy 43 Intrsect'n

A' Avenue Intrsect'n

no

ODOT/Clack

85 Hwy 43 Intrsect'n

McVey/Green Street Intrsect'n

yes

ODOT/Clack

86 Hwy 43 Realignment

West 'A - Street Realignment

yes

ODOT/Clack

87 Hwy 43

Willamette Falls Drive

no

ODOT/Clack

88 Hwy 43

Failing Street

yes

ODOT/Claek

89 Hwy 43

Pimlico Street

no

ODOT/Clack

90 Hwy 43 Signal Imp.

Jolie Point Traffic Signal

yes

94 McLoughlin Pedestrian Imp.

Harrison St. to Oregon City

no

ODOT/Wash

ODOT

ODOT

0

EB/WB

4

1400

2005

RTP

2015

RTP

2150

2005

RTP

900

2015

RTP

2005

RTP

550

2015

RTP

1200

2015

RTP

+ 200

2100

0

0

3

500
2

2

900

1200

3

3

TIP

6600 + cd/440(

• 50

RTP

1300

RTP
RTP

NB/SB

1200/1800

NB/SB

RTP

1300/1850

RTP
RTP
RTP

+ 50

RTP
1200

Projects w/ TIP funds not listed in future RTP network **Part of larger program ***Not in RTP - insignificant to reg. sys.

1250

1995

TIP

2005

RTP

APPENDIX A: NETWORK FOR 195 TP CONFORMITY RE-DETERMINATION
In

RTP
SPONSOR

MOT

NO.

PROJECT NAME

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Model

EXISTING LANES

No.

Capacity

PROPOSED LANES

Start

No.

Data

Capacity

Funds

98
102

Barbur Bike/Ped Improv,

Front toH a m i l t o nSt.

no

2005

RTP

ODOT

Barbur Bike/Ped lmprov.

Terwilliger to Multnomah St.

no

2005

RTP

ODOT

113

Hwy 217 Widening, Ramps

Sunset to TV Hwy. NB (Canyon)

yes

3(1W)

5500

3 + aux

7200

2005

TIP

ODOT

114

Hwy 217 Widening, Aux.

TV Hwy to 72nd Ave Intrchng

yes

2(1W)

4500

3 + aux

6000/7000

2015

RTP

ODOT

115

Hwy 217 Ramp Meter

Allen

yes

2005

RTP

ODOT

116

Hwy 217 Ramp Improv.

Hwy 217 NB off-ramp at Scholls

yes

2{1W)

1400

3

2005

RTP

ODOT

117

Hwy 217 Ramp Meter

Greenburg

yes

2005

RTP

OOOT

121 HalI Bike/Ped Improv.

Dak St to Pacific Hwy West

2005

RTP

OOOT

Traffic Mngt Ops Center

2005

RTP

ODOT

127 Hardwire & Software
12S Enhance

no
no

Traffic Mngt Ops Center

no

2005

RTP

ODOT

129

Metre region

no

2005

RTP

Metre region

no

2005

RTP

I-5 to Durham Road

yes

Clatsop to Hwy 224

yes

1800

ODOT
ODOT
ODOT
ODOT
ODOT
ODOT
ODOT
ODOT

•
*
*
*

ODOT
ODOT
ODOT
ODOT

ODOT
ODOT
ODOT
ODOT
ODOT
ODOT
ODOT

TSO&TDM,170s,Surf.St.

131 CCTV
140 99W Signal Interconnect
#
99E
*
207th Connector

*
*
•
*
*
*
•
•
•

Halsey to Sendy

yes

0

Barnes Extension

Hwy 217 to Cedar Hills

yes

0

Boones Ferry Connector

Boones Ferry to SW Ridder Rd

yes

Canyon Road

110th to 117th

yes

US 26

Cedar Hills/Sunset Intrchng

yes

Farmington Road

172nd to Murray

yes

I-5

Multnomah to Terwilliger

l-5/Stafford Intrchng

1600

+ 50

2005

3600

1995

RTP
TIP

1800

1997

TIP

2800

1994

TIP

0

900

1996

TIP

1800

2400

1997

TIP

WB

1994

TIP

2000

RTP

yes

1995

TIP

yes

2000

TIP

900

1800

6000

1996

TIP

.

1995

TIP

7000

1997

TIP

1996

TIP

900

1995

TIP

2100

2200

1996

TIP

yes

0

1200

2000

TIP

yes

700

1200

1996

I-84

181st to 223rd

yes

Sunset Hwy

Zoo Intrchng/Vista Rdg Tunnel

no

Sunset Hwy

Zoo to Scholls

yes

Sunset Hwy • braided ramps

Cedar Hills Intrchng to 76th

yes

Tacoma St

17th to 32nd

yes

700

TV Hwy

Shute Park to 21st (Hillsboro)

yes

Forest Grove N. Arterial

Hwy 47 to Quince

Old Scholls

New Scholls to 175th

3700

6000

Projects w/ TIP funds not listed in future RTP network **Part of larger program ***Not in RTP - insignificant to reg. sys.
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1? CONFORMITY RE-DETERMINATION

RTP
SPONSOR

NO.

PROJECT NAME

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Model

EXISTING LANES

No.

Capacity

PROPOSED LANES

Start

No.

Data

Capacity

Port

&

Preserve Exist. Reg Facilities

Reg. Facilities

no

Port

1

North Marine Or

North Rivergate Section

Port

3 NorthMarineDrive

T-B Entrance

n/a

Port

4

Going Street

Going Street Rail Crossing

Y«
no
yes

4

1800

5

2100

2005

Port

5

Airport Way eastbound

PDX to I-205 Phase 1

yes

2

2400

3

3000

1999

Port

e Alderwood Street

Alderwood Street to Clark Road

yes

0

0

3

900

0

0

4

1600

2400

3

3000

3

1200

5

2400

n/a

Funds

2000
1988

1999

Port

10

Hayden Is Bridge

Rivergate to Hayden Island

yes

Port

27
28
28
30
31
45
48

Airport Way Westbound

PDX to I-205 Phase 2

yes

2

Industrial area TMAs

Swan Warn)

no

n/a

Burgard/Columbia

Intrsect'n

no

Columbia Blvd

Alderwood Dr Intrsect'n

no

ColumbialLombard

South Rivergate Rail O'Xing

yes

POX Enplaning Roadway

PDX Terminal

no

Columbia Blvd Signal Imprvmnts

South Rivergate to I-5 Intertie

yes

Reg. Facilities Preservation

Throughout City

no

St Johns Business District

Burlington to

no

varies

2010

RTP

NE 148th

Marine Dr to Sandy

yes

2

700

3

900

1997

RTP

Portland

15
19

SE Foster Bv

136th to City Limits

yes

2

900

3

1100

2010

RTP

Portland

20

SE Lents Business District

"90th to 96th, Foster/Woodstock

no

varies

varies

2000

RTP

Portland

21

57th/CullyBv

NE Sandy to Lombard

no

2

2000

RTP

Portland

22
23
24

NE Sandy Bv

NE 39th to 82nd Ave

RTP

NE 12th to 39th Ave

4
4

2015

NE Sandy Bv

no
no

2
4
4

2005

RTP

Broadway/Weidler Corridor

I-5 to NE 28th

yes

varies

varies

2000

RTP

Lower Albina RR Xing

Interstate to Russell

0

2

2000

RTP

Portland

25
26

River Dist/Lovejoy Ramp

Broadway Br to NW 14th

yes

2005

RTP

Portland

26

SW Front Avenue

Steel Br to I-405

no

5

2000

RTP

Portland

29

S. Portland Imprvmnts

SW Front I-405 to Barbur

no

varies

varies

2010

RTP

Portland

32

Water Avenue Extension

SE Divison Place to 0MSI

yes

0

1998

RTP

Portland

33

SE 11th/12th SP Rail Xing

SE Division to Milwaukie

no

4

4

2015

RTP

Portland

34
35
36

Hillsdale Town Ctr Ped Dist

SW Capital Hwy Bertha/Sunset

no

RTP

SW Multnomah to Capital Hwy

no

5
2

2000

SW Garden Home Rd

5
2

2010

RTP

SW Garden Home Signal

Garden Home at Multnomah

yes

2

2004

RTP

37
42
43

Capital Hwy

SW Bertha by to Barbur

no

2

2004

RTP

17th-Milwaukie Connector

S. McLoughlin/17th-Milwaukie

yes

0

Woodstock Business Dist

SE 39th to SE 50th

no

varies

SE Tacoma

SE 28th to 32nd

no

2

2

Road Rehabilitation Program

City wide

no

varies

varies

Port
Port/Portland
Port/Portland
Port/Portland
Port
Port/Portland
Portland
Portland
Portland

-

In

Portland
Portland
Portland

Portland
Portland
Portland
Portland
Portland
Portland
Portland

0
7

44
46

under revie »

n/a

2004 prelim eng
1999
1996
1987
1898

900

4

1000

1998

• 50

1898

varies

1400

0

700

5

2

3

1600

700

900

2
0

Projects w/ TIP funds not listed in future RTP network **Part of larger program ***Not in RTP • insignificant to reg. sys.

2
varies

700

2010

RTP

2010

RTP

2005

RTP
RTP

ongoing

APPENDIX A: NETWORK FOR 199

TP CONFORMITY RE-DETERMINATION
In

RTP
SPONSOR

MO.

PROJECT NAME

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

EXISTING LANES

PROPOSED LANES

Start

Modal

No.

No.

Data

Capacity

City wide

no

n/a

nfa

33rd St. to 74th Ave.

no

Columbia Blvd/Springwater Trail

no

Killingsworth to Broadway Bridge

no

4
2
n/a

Vermont St. to Capital Hwy.

no

4
2
n/a
a/a

NW 30th Ave toNW53rd Ave.

no .

n/a

n/a

SE 39th AVE. to SE 92nd Ave.

no

SE 38th Ave. to SE 92nd Ave.

SpringwaterTrailto Sandy Blvd

no
no

nla
n/a
n/a

a/a

Portland

47 Signal Rehabilitation Prog.
49 Burnside Bike Lanes
50 41st-42nd Bicycle Blvd.
52 Greeley/Interstate Bikeway
53 Berths Blvd.BikeLanes
54 Cornel ReadBikeLanes
56 Division Corridor B i k e w a y
57 Holgate Corridor Bikeway
6ft 112th Corridor Bikeway

Portland

59

Helsey Street Bike Lanes

Sandy Blvd. to 148th St.

no

Portland

84
66
67

Central City TMA

Central City employment dist.

Intelligent Transportation Systems

Not yet determined

no
no

Vancouver/Williams Bike Lanes

Broadway to MLK

no

Portland
Portland
Portland
Portland

Portland
Portland
Portland
Portland

S
n/a

Capacity

ongoing

RTP

2000

RTP

2000

RTP

2005

RTP

2005

RTP

2005
2000

RTP
RTP

n/a

2000

RTP

n/a
5

2000
2000

RTP
RTP

1998

RTP

at*
n/a

ongoing

RTP

n/a

2000

RTP

Portland

Beaverton-Hillsdale Hwy

Barbur Blvd to Terwilliger

yes

n/a
nla
WB

Portland

Lombard/Burgard

Philadelphia to Columbia Blvd

yes

3

Portland

River District Access

Northwest Triangle

yes

varies

varies

1999

Portland

South Waterfront Access

Harrison-Moody connect'n

yes

varies

varies

2005

Portland
Portland

1400

900

Projects w/ TIP funds not listed in future RTP network **Part of larger program ***Not in RTP - insignificant to reg. sys.

Funds

WB
3 or 5 "

2100

2010

900/1800

2010
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FP CONFORMITY RE-DETERMINATION
In

RTP
SPONSOR

NO.

PROJECT NAME

Wash Co

0

R e j , FicBtisjPreservation

Wash Co
Wash Co

3
4

Wash Co
Wash Co

Modal

No.

Capacity

PROPOSED LANES

Start

No.

Date

Capacity

Funds

Throughout Wash Co

no

112th

Cedar Hills Intrchg to Cornell

yes

0

0

3

1200

1997

RTP

143rd

Wast Union to Kaiser

yes

900

1998

RTP

124th

99W to Tualatin-Sherwood

yes

0
0

3

5

0
0

3

900

2006 RTP/204(

7
8
9

Old Scholb Ferry

Murray to Beef Bend

yes

2010

RTP

yes

5
5

1800

179th to Bethany

1800

2010

RTP

Cornelius Pass

Sunset Hwy. to West Union

yes

2
3
2

90011800

Cornell

2400

2010

TIP

2400

1997

RTP

1800

2015

RTP

2900

2015

RTP

yes

2
2
5

2100

5
4
5
7

Hwy. 217 to 117th

yes

2(1w|

2800

542w)

1800

2010

TIP

Bames

Miller to Mult. Co. Line

yes

2015

Baseline to Cornell

yes

2100

2010

RTP
RTP

Barnes

Seltzman § Cornell/New 119th

yes

1800

2000

MSTIP

Brookwood

Airport to Baseline

yes

0/3

5
5
5
3/5

1800

216th

2
2

900/1800

2005

MSTIP

Barnes

Miller to Leahy

yes

2

900

CJl

1800

2015

RTP

Cornell

Saltzman to Mult. Co. Line

yes

RTP

yes

1800

2006

RTP

22

Baseline

177th to 231st

yes

2

900

3
5
3

2015

Murray to 158th

900
700

1200

Jenkins

2
3

1200

2000

MSTIP

24
25

Baseline

Lisa to 216th

yes

2

900

CJl

1800

2015

RTP

Wash Co

Cornell

Hwy. 26 to Saltzman

yes

900

1800

2015

RTP

Wash Co

26

Murray

Science Park Drive to Cornell

yes

2
3

CJl

900

900

CJl

Wash Co

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

EXISTING LANES

2100

1998

RTP

Wash Co

29

Beef Bend Ext

Scholls Ferry to 99W

yes

2

500/700/90C

900

2005

MSTIP

Wash Co

30
34
35

219th

TV Highway to Baseline

yes

2

900

2
3

1200

2000

MSTIP

Bethany

Bronson to W. Union

yes

2010

RTP

Walker

Murray to 185th

ye:

2
2

800

2010 RTP/204(

Wash Co

Murray

Million to Terman

yes

Cornell

Arrington to Baseline/Main

yes

Cornell

185th to Shute

Barnes

Wash Co

10
11
12
13
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

Wash Co
Wash Co

Wash Co
Wash Co
Wash Co
Wash Co
Wash Co
Wash Co
Wash Co
Wash Co
Wash Co

900
1400

900
900

en

1800

en

1800

Cornell

Murray to Saltzman

yes

2

900

3

1200

2000

MSTIP

158th

Jenkins to Baseline

yes

3

900

en

1800

2006

RTP

Wash Co

37
38
40

Allen

217 to Western

yes

4

1600

5

1800

2015

RTP

Wash Co

41

Greenway/Hall

Greenway/Hall Intrsect'n

yes

NB

NB

1000

2000

RTP

Wash Co

46
47
48

Allen

Menloto Main

yes

3

1400

5

1600

2006

RTP

Allen

Murray to Menlo

yes

3

1400

1600

2006

RTP

E/W Arterial

117th to 110th

yes

0

1800

2015

RTP

E/W Arterial

Hall to 117th

yes

0

0
0

5
5
en

1800

2015

RTP

Greenburg

Shady Lane to Locust

yes

3

900

en

0/1200

1800

2000 RTP/204C

E/W Arterial

Hocken to Murray

yes

2

700

en

Wash Co

90011200/1!

1800

2015

RTP

Hal Intrsect'n Imprvmnt

99W

no

n/a

2000

MSTIP

Wash Co
Wash Co
Wash Co
Wash Co

Wash Co
Wash Co
Wash Co
Wash Co
Wash Co
Wash Co

50
51
52
59

900

Projects w/ TIP funds not listed in future RTP network **Part of larger program ***Not in RTP - insignificant to reg. sys.

n/a

APPENDIX A: NETWORK FOR 199

FP CONFORMITY RE-DETERMINATION
In

RTP
8P0NS0R

NO.

PROJECT NAME

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

EXISTING LANES

Modal

No.

Capacity

PROPOSEO LANES

Start

No.

Data

Wash Co

60

E/W Arterial

Cedar Hills to Watson/Hall

yes

0

0

5

Wash Co

62

Millikan Extension

Cedar Hills to Hocken

yes

0

0

3

Wash Co

66

Jenkins

Cedar Hills to Murray

yes

2

700

3

Wash Co

73

185th

T.V. Hwy. to Farmington

yes

2

900

3

Wash Co

170th Avenue

Rigert to Alexander

yes

2
2

700

3/5

700

2
2
2
0/2
2

900

Wash Co

75
78
79
80
83
84
85

Wash Co

88

2
3
3
3
3
3
n/a

Wash Co

as Farmington Rd,.BikeLanes

0R217 to Murray Blvd.

Ground levelRetailspace

Hillsboro Criminal Justice Fac.

Beaverton Creek TOD

Wash Co

80
91
92

Evergreen

Wash Co

95

Wash Co
Wash Co

Martin/Cornelius Schefflin

realignment

yes

Evergreen

25th to Glencoe

yes

Glencoe

Lincoln to Evergreen

yes

170th

Alexander to Baseline

yes

Wilsonville/Sunset Ext.

Hwy. 99w to Murdock

yes

Sunset Drive (Hwy 47)

University to Beal

yes

Tualatin Rd.Bike Lanes

Hwy 98 to Boon** Ferry Rd.

no
no
no

n/a

"SW 153rd, Murray to Jenkins"

no

n/a

Shuts to 25th

yes

2

Walker Road Bike/Ped Imp

173rd to 185th

no

98
97

Oleson Road BkefPed Imp

Fanno Creek to Garden Home

no

Oleson Road Bike/Ped Imp

Garden Home to Hall Blvd

no

Wash Co

98

Tualatin

Teton to 115th

yes

Wash Co

TV Hwy Signals

Locations in Comelius

no

Millikan Way

Purchase and Development

no

Wash Co

99
100
101

Signal Interconnections

Barnes, Cornell, Scholls Ferry

yes

Wash Co

102

Walker

Westfield to Murray

yes

Wash Co

103

BPA Easement Bike/Ped Imp

East of 158th, Division/Laidlaw

no

Wash Co

104

Scholls Ferry Ped Imp

Hall to BH Hwy

no

Wash Co

105

185th

West Union to Springville

yes

ODOT/Wash

71

TV Highway

0D0T/Wash

77

ODOT/Wash

78

Wash Co
Wash Co
Wash Co
Wash Co
Wash Co

Wash Co
Wash Co

Wash Co

Wash Co
Wash Co
Wash Co
Wash Co
Wash Co
Wash Co
Wash Co

*
23
65
* **
»* »
** *

**»

900
700
0/900

700

n/a

Capacity

Funds

2015

RTP

2015

MSTIP

900

2010

RTP

1200

2015

RTP

900/1800

2000

MSTIP

1800

800

2000

MSTIP

1200

2000

MSTIP

1100

2010

RTP

800

2010

RTP

1100

2015

RTP

900

2005

MSTIP

RTP
RTP

alt
n/s

n/a

2040

n/a

900

3

2040
1200

2015

RTP
MSTtP
MSTIP

700

900

2000

MSTIP
MSTIP
2040

2

800

3

+ 50

???

2040

900

2010

2040

RTP
RTP

2

700

900

2010

RTP

209th/219th

2015

RTP

BH Highway

Scholls FerrylOleson

2015

RTP

Farmington Road Widening

209th to 172nd

2015

RTP

Barnes Road Extension

117th to Future 119th

yes

Baseline

Brookwood to 231st

yes

Durham

Hall to Boones Ferry

yes

Lombard

Broadway to Farmington Rd

yes

700

229th/231st

Evergreen to Cornell

yes

Cornell Rd

158th to Bethany Blvd

yes

Davis Rd

Murray to 170th

yes

2
2

3

0

4

1200

1996

TIP

900

3

1200

1996

MSTIP

700

3

900

1996

TIP

900

2000

MSTIP

700/900

1200

1995

RTP

1200

2100

1995

RTP

700

900

2000

MSTIP

Projects w/ TIP funds not listed in future RTP network **Part of larger program ***Not in RTP - insignificant to reg. sys.
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RTP
PROJECT NAME

SPONSOR

NO.

Wish Co

#*#

Modal

Murray to 185th

yes

Lombard

HartRd

2

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Data

700

Capacity

900

2000

Funds

MSTIP

2000

CIP

2010

RTP

yes

0

900

2010

RTP

yes

5001700

900

2000

MSTIP

Nora

155th to Weir

yes

Wash Co

***

Taylors Ferry

Oleson to Washington Drive

17Oth/173rd

Baseline to Walter Rd

• **

No.

700

***
• **

Capacity

Start

900

Wash Co

Wash Co

No.

PROPOSED LANES

500

Canyon to Center Street

yes

Wash Co

EXISTING LANES

0

3

0

Amberglan Pkwy

Quatamal206th to Stucki

yes

0

900

2000

MSTIP

Wash Co

**•

Beef Bend Road

131st to 150th

yes

500

900

2015

MSTIP

Wash Co

##*

Beef Bend Road

King Arthur to 131st

yes

500

900

2000

MSTIP

Bethany

West Union to Kaiser

yes

0

0

3

900

1996

MSTIP

East Main

10th to Brookwood

yes

2

700

3

1200

1997

MSTIP

Evergreen Pky Ext.

Cornelius Pass to Shute Road

yes

0

0

5

1800

1996

MSTIP

Laidlaw Rd Extension

west from Kaiser Rd to 168th

yes

0

900

2000

MSTIP

Sexton Mountain Drive

155th to Murray

yes

0

900

1995

Springville Rd

185th to PCC access

yes

500

700

1995

MSTIP

Tualatin Rd

Boones Ferry to 115th

yes

500/700

900

2000

MSTIP

Millikan Extension

Cedar Hills to Hocken

yes

0

900

2005

MSTIP

Nyberg Road Extension

65th to 50th

yes

0

700

1997

CIP

Ibach

Boones Ferry/Graham Ferry Rds

yes

2

700

3

900

1999

Wash Co

31
14

Wash Co
Wash Co
Wash Co
Wash Co
Wash Co
Wash Co

42
1
***
###
«

•

#

#

Wash Co
Wash Co

*

*

•

*

*

•

Wash Co
*

*

•

Wash Co
Wash Co
Wash Co
Wash Co
Wash Co
Wash Co
WashCa
Wash Co
Wash Co

*»•
* * *

• **
* * *
* * *

*#
»»
* *
*

•

*

WashCo
Wash Co
WashCs
WashCs
Wash Co
Wash Co
Wash Co
Wash Co
Wash Co

•*
«*
*#
*#
* •
•

•

*

#

*

*

Booties Ferry Rd

at Alsea/Blake

yes

2

900

3

1100

1997

Davies Extension

Scholls to Old Scholls

yes

0

0

3

700

2015

CIP

Lombard

Broadway to Canyon

yes

0

0

3

700

1997

CIP

Oregon Street

Tualatin Sherwood to Murdock

yes

2

900

3

1000

2005

CIP

Walnut

121st to 135th

yes

2

500

3

700

2005

CIP

Comeftus Pass Rd. Bike lanes

West Union Rd.to Sunset Hwy.

no

nla

n/a

185th Ave. Bice Lanes

TV Hwy. to Farmington Rd.

no

R(S

n/a

Oi.ison Rd.Bike lanes

Vermont St. to Hall St.

no

n/a

n/a

Garden Home Rd.Bike Lanes

Scholls Ferry Rd. to MCL

no

n/a

n/a

Barnes Rd.Bika Lanes

Miller Rd.to U.S. 26

no

nl»

n/a

158th Avs. Bike Lanes

U.S. 26 to West Union Rd.

no

n/a

n/a

ComeS Rd.Bike lanes

158th Ave. to 185th Ave.

no

nla

n/a

Scholls Fy. Interconnect

Nimbus to Highway 217

yes

+ 50

Barnes Rd Interconnect

Suntek to Miller

yes

* 50

Murray Blvd Signal Interconnect

Hwy 26 to Cornell

yes

• 50

Murray Blvd Signal Interconnect

Farmington to Millikan

yes

Traffic signal optimization

TVHwy:BV W Limit/Baseline

yes

+ 50
add 50 capacity

Projects w/ TIP funds not listed in future RTP network **Part of larger program ***Not in RTP - insignificant to reg. sys.
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RTP
SPONSOR

NO.

PROJECT NAME

0

Tri-Met
Tri-Met

1a

Tri-Met

Tri-Met

1b
31
***
*

Tri-Met
Tri-Met

No.

Data

Capacity

Funds

tr yes

n/a

nla

RTP

Throughout Tri-Met service area

tr yes

n/a

nla

RTP

South/North LRT capital costs

Clack Co. to Clark Co, WA

no

n/a

Civic N'hd MAX Station

New LRT Station@Civic N'hd

yes

n/a
nla

RTP
RTP

Baseline

170th to 177th

yes

2

Westside LRT
TOD Fund Program

6

MajorPad Upgrade (38 mi)

Various

7

Major Ped Upgrade (13 mi)

Various

S
9

Major Ped Upgrade (53 mi)

ODOE

Capacity

Throughout Tri-Met service area

5

Shared

No.

Start

Added BusfLRT Srvce (.5% 05 to 15)

Metro

Shared

Model

PROPOSED LANES

Added Bus/LRT Srvce (1.5% to 2005)

Various

Shared

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

EXISTING LANES

Major Ped Upgrade (9 mi)

10 TDM Education/Promotion
11 Regional CenterTMAs
1 RegionalTelecommute Proj.

nla
900

3

1200

1998

tryes

Purchase TOD devel. sites
Central City/Regional Centers

no

nfa

n/a

no
no

ft/a

n/a

n/a

no

n/a

nfa
nfa

Main Streets
Metro region

no

n/a

no

n/a

Gresham/Hills/Milw/O.C.
Employers in region

no

n/a

no

nla

Town Canters
Corridors & Stet'n Communities

Projects w/ TIP funds not listed in future RTP network **Part of larger program ***Not in RTP - insignificant to reg. sys.

n/a
nfa
n/a
nfa

RTP
RTP
RTP
RTP
RTP
RTP
RTP
RTP

APPENDIX B
1995 RTP CONFOMRITY RE-DETERMINATION

EVALUATION OF CONFORMITY REQUIREMENTS
FOR THE FY 1998 - 2001
PORTLAND AREA
METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

Basis of Conformity Determination
Since 1972, federal clean air legislation has mandated that agencies of the federal
government must ensure that no federally funded activities will interfere with maintenance
of air quality standards. Both the Clean Air Act Amendments and the Oregon State (air
quality) Implementation Plan specify that this prohibition applies to funding of
transportation projects: auto emissions resulting from transportation system
improvements may not interfere with maintenance of federal air quality standards.
This requirement means that FHWA and FTA must affirm that all regionally significant
transportation projects programmed for construction within the time frame of the TIP,
whether or not they are expected to use federal funds, must be identified in the MTIP and
must be demonstrated, with both qualitative and quantitative means, to conform with all
pertinent provisions of the Oregon State (Air Quality) Implementation Plan (SIP). This
demonstration is referred to as a Conformity Determination.
A Conformity Determination for the 1996 Portland Metropolitan Area Transportation
Improvement Program (MTIP) was submitted and jointly approved by FHWA, FTA and
EPA on December 11,1995. The Determination was prepared pursuant to the Interim
(Phase II) Conformity Determination procedures described in OAR 340-20-710 et. seq.
(adopted pursuant to 40 CFR Parts 51 (FHWA) and 93 (FTA), November 24,1993).
Normally, this Determination would be valid for three years and would expire December
11,1998. However, on July 11,1996, the EQC approved amendments to the State
Implementation Plan adding TCMs. Per OAR 340-20-750(2)(c) the RTP and MTIP must be
re-conformed within two years of this action.
In March, 1997, Metro Resolution No. 97-2467 allocated modernization funds anticipated by
the region between FY 1998 and FY 2001. Resolution No. 97-2487, adopted in May, 1997,
allocated expected Operations, Maintenance and Preservation funds. To obligate these
funds, it is necessary to determine the conformity status of the projects allocated the funds.

APPENDXB
1995 RTP Conformity Re-Determination
08/03/98
Page 2

Maintenance Plan Approval and Continued Validity of 1995 Conformity Determination
The Portland metropolitan area has not posted a violation of federal carbon monoxide or
ozone air quality standards since 1993. In 1996, the Oregon Department of Environmental
Quality (DEQ) submitted a Portland area Maintenance Plan revision of the SIP which EPA
approved in 1997. The Maintenance Plan describes estimates of future pollution emissions
and the means for assuring the region will maintain adherence to national standards for a
period of 10 years.
The 1995 Determination was approved prior to EPA approval of the Maintenance Plan
revision of the SIP. Nevertheless, it remains valid until July 1998. This is because all
program activity approved by Metro since approval of the Conformity Determination in
December, 1995 is regionally insignificant with respect to air quality. All program actions
merely furthered phases of projects whose scope and concept were previously described
and analyzed in the 1995 Determination or were exempt by rule from regional analysis
It should be noted that Metro will adopt a new 20-year Regional Transportation Plan in late
spring of 1998. The Conformity Regulations require preparation of a new Conformity
Determination within six months of adopting a new RTP. The FY 98 MTIP will be fully
analyzed as part of that process.
In the interim, Metro plans to re-conform the current 1995 RTP. No significant revision of
the RTP has been approved at this time, either concerning policies or constituents of the
regional travel network. The Port of Portland has requested amendment of the RTP to
include the proposed, privately financed extension of MAX light rail to the Portland
International Airport. The quantitative analysis that Metro has performed for this project,
to determine ridership potential, complies with the quantitative modeling procedures
described at OAR 340-20-1010. Therefore, Metro proposes to submit these data together
with the other quantitative and qualitative analyses described in the State Rule, to reconform the Plan and TIP by July, 1998.

Projects Derived From a Conforming MTIP
Table A, below, shows the projects listed in Metro Resolution No. 97-2467 which received
approval of new modernization funding in the FY 98 MTIP. As one example, construction
funds are allocated for the Lovejoy Ramp project in the City of Portland. The FY 96 MTIP
allocated Preliminary Engineering funds for this project. Pursuant to the conformity
regulations, allocation of the PE funds required that the scope and concept of the full
Lovejoy project be modeled in the Determination prepared for the FY 96 MTIP. Therefore,
allocation of construction funding for the project in the FY 98 MTIP does not constitute
"addition" of a new regionally significant transportation project. No additional proof of
regional conformity is required for this type of project funding authorization. All
modernization projects allocated funding in the new MTIP meet this test.
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TABLE A

NEW PROJECT FUNDING IN THE
FY 1998 - 2001 MTIP
PROJECTS

Funds

METRO PLANNING
TDM PROGRAM
'
COLUMBIA/BURGARD COMPLETION
SO. RIVERGATE OVERCROSSING
PED TO MAX/TRANSIT PROGRAM
LOVEJOY RAMP REPLACEMENT (PED CREDIT)
LOVEJOY RAMP REPLACEMENT (ROAD CREDIT)
SCHOLLS FERRY SIGNAL INTERCONNECT
TV HWY SIGNAL INTERCONNECT
GRESHAM/MULT CO SIGNAL INTERCONNECT
PROGRAM
CIVIC NEIGHBORHOOD LRT STATION COMPLETION
SUNNYSIDE RD: I-205/l22ND
JOHNSON CREEK BLVD PHASE 2
HAWTHORNE BIKE/PEDESTRIAN LANES
SOUTH/NORTH LRT SYSEM EXPANSION
A L L O C A T I O N GRAND T O T A L

2.40
1.46
0.15
0.84
0.15
3.00
3.00
0.11
0.28
1.00
0.26
0.80
0.80
1.50
28.29

Of the projects receiving newly approved funds, only six are regionally significant with
respect to their potential to effect — to degrade or improve — air quality of the region. The
six projects are:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Columbia/ Burgard Intersection Completion
South Rivergate (Lombard) Rail Road Over Crossing
Lovejoy Ramp Replacement
Gresham Civic Neighborhood LRT Station Completion
Sunnyside Road Widening: I-205/122nd
South/North LRT System Expansion

Each project was the actual or anticipated recipient of federal design and/or construction
funding in the FY 96 MTIP. The full scope and concept of each project was evaluated in the
1995 Conformity Determination quantitative analysis. All the other projects are exempt
from regional conformity analysis as they are regionally insignificant with respect to air
quality, i.e., they could not significantly improve or adversely effect the region's air quality.
Metro Resolution 97-2487 approved the Region's FY 98 - 01 development program. Six
projects were approved for completion of Final Plans (e.g., Preliminary Engineering beyond
environmental review). The scope and concept of these projects were also described in the
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1995 Determination. One project was deferred and one was dropped from the planned
development program in response to fiscal constraints imposed on the program by the
Oregon Transportation Commission. However, the projects were not deleted from the
financially constrained RTP system which was also the subject of the 1995 Determination.
Therefore, this action was exempt as it did not remove projects from the analyzed
Conformity network. It has merely deferred the anticipated implementation date of two
projects beyond 2003 relative to their 2005 milestone network assumptions.
D

The Governor has requested that the OTC eliminate all development of modernization projects
during the FY 98 - 01 time period pending identification of new transportation funding sources.
The OTC has acted on this request pending outcome of the 1998 legislative session. If an
increase in transportation revenue is enacted by the legislature this session, no substantive
change to the financially constrained network assumptions would be likely. A more lengthy
delay affecting the timing of anticipated project start dates could conceivably trigger need for a
new quantitative analysis.

Preservation, Bridge Maintenance and Safety Projects Exempt From Regional Analysis
Metro Resolution 97-2487 also approved addition of numerous road preservation, bridge
maintenance and safety projects in the FY 98 MTIP. These projects accounted for over half
of newly allocated funds. However, this class of projects are exempt from regional analysis
requirements under the conformity regulations (i.e., they are "categorically exempt"
projects). They do not add capacity to the regional transportation system and therefore are
not considered "regionally significant" transportation projects.
New Maintenance Plan Transportation Control Measures (TCMs)
The new Maintenance Plan includes provisions that will affect conduct of the region's next
Conformity Determination. Its approval though, does not require preparation of a new
Determination in and of itself. The Plan includes two new funding based Transportation
Control Measures (TCMs) that were not part of the previous SIP Attainment Plan. To meet
the spirit of the Conformity Rule, these new measures are addressed below.
Transit TCM. First, the region has committed to priority financing of a 1.5 percent annual
increase of transit service hours through 2007. (The financially constrained RTP network
anticipates a 0.5 percent increase thereafter, through 2014, all of which is beyond the
Maintenance Plan horizon). The allocation of FY 98 - 01 funds in the new TIP meets this
commitment The Maintenance Plan stipulates a compound total increase of 6.14
percent by FY 2000. In the first year of the Maintenance Plan (April 1997 through March
1998) Tri-Met service hours increased 3.3 percent above the comparable 1996 baseline
period. Service hours will increase another 5.5 percent in 1998 (with Westside LRT startup),
or a compound total of 8.98 percent above 1996 levels.
The TIP is constrained annually to appropriated revenue and allocates only a portion of TriMet bus purchase and bus and LRT maintenance funds. Operating revenue is supplied
almost wholly by Tri-Met general funds. Tri-Met files Section 15 reports annually with FTA
to document prior year service levels and annually self certifies financial capacity for
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upcoming fiscal year operations. Self certification is backed by annual auditing and FTA
triennial review. Tri-Met also annually updates a five year Transit Development Program
per FTA regulation. The TDP provides analysis of combined capital and operating capacity
under conservative revenue assumptions. The TDP is the best "early warning"
documentation of future anticipated service levels. It reflects service level increases of at
least 1.5 percent though 2002. Finally, Metro's 20-year Regional Transportation Plan
identifies a 1996 base of 36,000 weekly service hours raising to approximately 40,000 hours
in 2007 (i.e., 1.5 percent annual increase) and 44,000 hours in 2014. Revenue appropriate to
these service levels is accounted for in the financially constrained RTP system network.
Bikt/Ped System TCM. The second TCM requires priority financing for construction of 1.5
miles of pedestrian improvements within Region 2040 priority land use designations (e.g.,
Downtown/Regional Centers, Town Centers, Main Streets/Corridors, etc.) and 5 miles of
bike routes identified in the Regional Bike Network of the 1995 RTP, or its successors, each
biennium (i.e., FY 98-99). The FY 98 MTIP more than meets this requirement. The
following is a partial list of pedestrian improvements funded by the MTIP for construction
in the FY 98-99 biennium:
Peninsula T r a i l Crossing:
Lovejoy Ramp Replacement
Woodstock Pedestrian Imp
OR 47 Bypass
Steel Bridge Ped Xing
Steel Bridge to OMSI Ped/Bike Path

2.00 miles
1.00
0.75
2.50
0.25
2 on

TOTAL PEDESTRIAN PROJECTS

8.5

miles

In addition to pedestrian improvements the projects listed above will also provide 7.50
miles of new bicycle routes. Additional and exclusively bike-oriented projects that have
been programmed in the new MTIP include:
Barbur Bike Lanes: Front/Hamilton
Front Avenue Reconstruction
Hall Blvd: SPRR to Ridgecrest
I-5/Hwy 217/Kruse Way Interchange

2.00 miles
2.00
2.00
0.50

SUBTOTAL
SUPPLEMENTAL MIXED USE PROJECTS

6.50 m i l e s
7.50

GRAND TOTAL BIKE ROUTES

14.00 miles

Again, this is only a partial list of regionally funded projects. It does not account for several
projects completed in FY 97 and also omits locally funded initiatives such as the City of
Portland's extensive bike striping program. The complete list of regional bike and
pedestrian projects initiated in FY 97 and/or programmed for construction in the FY 98
MTIP satisfies the Maintenance Plan TCM through the 2006 horizon of the Plan.
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Conclusion
The FY 98 MTIP does not add or delete any regionally significant transportation projects.
Therefore, the 1995 Conformity Determination remains valid but will expire in July, 1998.
The new Portland area Maintenance Plan includes new funding-based TCMs. While the
region need not demonstrate conformity with the TCMs at this time, funding priorities of
the FY 98 MTIP more than satisfy the letter and spirit of the new measures. Metro will reconform the 1995 Plan and the FY 1998 MTIP prior to the Conformity Determination's
lapse. Metro will then Conform the 1998 RTP upon its adoption in winter of 1998.

TRI-COUNTY METROPOLITAN
TRANSPORTATION DISTRICT OF OREGON
TRI-MET

To:

4012 S.E. 17TH AVENUE
PORTLAND, OREGON 97202
(503)238-4831 FAX: (503) 239-6259

Councilor Ed Washington
Chair, JPACT

From: Tom Walsh
General Manager
Date: July 9, 1998
Re:
Proposed Amendment to the South/North LPS
I would like to propose the following amendment to the South/North Locally Preferred Strategy
that addresses the forecast need for park-and-ride capacity within the southern portion of the
South/North Corridor (regular text is existing, double underlined text is proposed additions and
strikeout text is proposed deletions):
1.

Clackamas Regional Center (page 3):

Park-and-Ride Lot:
• Approximately 900 spaces at OIT/CCC (450 structured and 450 surface, mix of surface
and structure may change as a result of the master planning effort).
« Approximately 600 spaces at a surface lot located at the New Hope Church site
connected to the CTC Transit Center with bus service.
• Refine the distribution of park-and-ride capacity between the Linwood, Tacoma St. and
OIT/Aquatic Center park-and-ride sites, including the addition of approximately 500
spaces among the three lots.
• ATI additional 1.100 T*)3T1C 3nd ride £nacep will be reomred to meet the demand in the
PQvifh T*>Qrtion of the corridor dunncr IC^S 3. The final location ofthe^e additional narK~
qt-iQ riHp frt")3.cpr will be determined throucrh 3. fitudv nroce££ to be develoroed TV)11owincr

completion of the IPS 1 FEIS.
2.

East Milwaukie (page 3):

Park-and-Ride Lot:
• Approximately 400 surface spaces at Linwood southeast of Harmony in IOS 1.
• Add approximately 900 spaces at the Linwood Park-and-Ride Lot and structure all
spaces in IOS 2: total approximately 1,300 structured spaces.
• Limit the Linwood Park-and-Ride Lot to southeast of SE Harmony Road.
• No park-and-ride lot or station at the Milwaukie Marketplace.

(503) 238-RIDE • TTY 238-5811 • http://www.tri met.org

• Refine the distribution of park-and-ride capacity between the Linwood, Tacoma St. and
PIT/Aquatic Center park-and-ride sites, including the addition of approximately 500
spaces among the three lots.
• An additional 1,100 park-and-ride spaces will be required to meet the demand in the
couth portion of the coiridoT* during IOSI 3. The Tin3.1 locution OT theKe ^.dditionsl D3.rl^~

and-ride spaces will be determined through a study process to be developed following
completion of the IPS 1 FEIS.

3.

Milwaukie Regional Center (page 4):

Park-and-Ride Lot:
• Approximately 800 spaces at Tacoma St. (800 structured).
• Refine the design of the Tacoma St. Station and Park-and-Ride Lot to reflect site
limitations, optimize development opportunities and improve pedestrian access (including
extending the Springwater Corridor Trail across McLoughlin Boulevard) and auto access
(including extending the Springwater Corridor Trail across McLoughlin Boulevard) and
auto access to and from the lot.
• Refine the distribution of park-and-ride capacity between the Linwood, Tacoma St. and
PIT/Aquatic Center park-and-ride sites, including the addition of approximately 500
spaces among the three lots.
• A.n additions.) 1.100 n3_T*ljc~3.nd~T*ide fiosicef! will be reouired to meet the demstnd in the
poiith' tiort ion of the corridor dunncr T(")SI ^. The fins.! location QTthefie 3.ddition3.1 n3TK~
fli*id~ndc FIDS-Cer will he determined throucrh 3. fltudv nroceKK to be developed iQ'llowirto

completion of the IPS 1 FEIS.
I believe that it is important to make these amendments in order to have adequate park-and-ride
capacity in the southern portion of the corridor when the extension to the Clackamas Regional
Center is constructed as an element of interim operable segment (IPS) 2. Rather than waiting for
IPS 3 to provide the needed capacity. By constructing the full capacity within IPS 2, we would
ensure that we meet ridership demands in Clackamas County and avoid negative impacts, such as
spill-over parking, that could be associated with undersized park-and-ride lots.
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